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- — ^i^g^.^^.^ . — -. 

Benjamin's SASB. i5odel (1974, 1977, 1978, 1979) of tyo-person socla,!. rr^^^ 

interactions defines behavioral opposites, complements, afitidotes''" / , 

and introjections^ The model /^escribes dyad if social.^ 

. ' > ■ ' ' > ► 

in terms of foGus, affiliation, interdepen'dence.'aiid atopic. Topics in- . ^ 

. ' *^ \ ' ^ 

elude: primitive basics^ approach-avpidance; need fulfillment, cdnr 
tact,' nurturance; attachment; logic ^nd communication; attention to 

self development; balance^ln' relationship; intimacy^istance; and ^ 

■ • — " ^ ' ' ^ ^'"'t 

identity. - The model' has been confirmed. by 'factor analysis, elrcumple^;.^^^ ^ 

analysis, dlmensionaljratings and autocorrelations. 'The present paper.; " 

, presets a. methodology for using the mSdel 'in individual; couple 'and , 

family therapy to describe relations among self -concept, (early history ^ 

^nd adult relat;Lonships. Details of questionnaires, computer progr^->s ^ . 

^ and interpretation of output are offered for both the clinician anc 
' > . ' / 

the researcher. - • _ • 
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• The present, purpose is to' provide a succinct methodology'-^pr 
measuring and comnunicating .some basic 'vell-^knoxm clinical principles 
of p^efsonality development and* psycho therapy • Br oadly speaking 
these principles are: (1) Perception of early childhood^ experiences, 
espjecially' those in the family, .aff ects feelings, about the self 
and relations with significant others in- -adulthood. (2)- Stable 
' -relations with Important otherjs In adulthood show reciprocity or 
con^lementarity. Sadists f ind^^masochists;. exploiters find martjTrs; . 
when, reciprocity is not maintained, couples*, divorce and/or, seelc 

therapy. O) - Important primitive issues in personality develop-, - 

- ■ - ' ■ ■'■ / ■ . 

meat and' adu^^t relat'idnsMps are murderous attack, tender seswality, • 

power and separate territory. Many clinical interpersonal issues : 

can ^he interpreted in. terms- of Interplay among these basic elements. 



J 

, can 'lie interpreted in. terms- of Interplay among thej 
A^is. • ' C4) As an individual- understands tlie relevance of hXs/her family 



expdriencesi' to his/her adult relationships, and principles of ^qm- 
piegjentarity hejSshe takes effective steps -toward more satlafactory 
adjustm^t. (5)'.^ An* ^pllcit understanding. of principles (1) ^througUr 
C4) cto assist in "therapeutic goal-set.ti^g, in guiding therapeutic ^- 
intetventions/ and in facilitating pal:ient-d±rectfed personal growth. 

■ ; [ . . The.Kfodel ' ^ 

- ^ . > " ■ *. 

Structural Analysis of Social Behavior (SASB) is sismnarized by' 

the model shown' in Figure 1 ^enj^in,. 1979). ^ Organization of the / . 
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.model and its relation to previous ^wprk is described in detail else- 



Insert Figure 1 ab'out here ' y.^ 

• ; : — 1 — ^ : — . ^ - • \ 

where (Senjamin, 1974, 1977, 1979) and a very brief - description as pre- 
sented in.McLemore and Benjamin (in press) is reproduced her-e, 

**The ^horizontal axis in all three diamonds is aff^.liation (love-hate). 
The vertical axis is interdependence vith maximum interdependence 
at the bottom of each diamond "and maximum independence at the top, 
because of its detailed structure, the SASB model lias desirable 
versatility on the mcl^r-molecular^dimension, in t&t all- 72 inter- 
p^sonal chart points on the first tvo' surfaces can be uSed, or they 
can be collapsed; into tvo sets of four complementa.ry quadrants - 
(see- Table 1). Note that the top half ,.pf each of the top tvo 



Insert Table' 1 about here 



surfaces represent behaviors "not saturated vith control^ either* in 
the sense- fff dominance (controlling th^ other) 'or submission C^ing 
controlled by the other).- * > ' ' 

.There are four major advantages^'elated .to the^fact that the 
model vas constructed using mathematical logic as well as a ;Large 
nimber of empiricar analyses:. (-1) Opposite behaviors. are. defined 

' • ^ . ■ ' - - . ' . ^ , ^ : 

at 180° Angles, e.g., the opposite of ll'A (show empathic understanding). 
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~ts"T34" .(deIudeV'^^^^^ (Z) ' Complementary-behaviors , those 

which tend to. draw each other, are defined and can be used to show 
what .inte^ersonal behavior can be e2q)ected to accompany what other 
interpersonal behavior, e.g*, 214 (clearly express oneself) id the 
complement of 114 (show empathic understanding) , and 234 (uncompre- 
hend-y-HR aRfeament' , a kind of hostile submission) is the complement 
of being effectively misled by 134 (delude, divert.- mislead) t 
(3) Antitheses can be specified, i.e., the model prescribes what 

•behavior to enact in order to drlw out the opposite of what is at 
hand; specifically the opposite of its complement. Jor exar^le, if ^ 

. someone iS diverting and misleading the therapist (a form of hostxle 
power), "cixe antithetical behavior -would be '214, such as the statem^t, 
liie to. believe what you^re saying but I'm having a;* little tronble 

' C^'riendly autonoiiy) . In ah affiliktive relationship, this kind of 

\ "I" statement seems to draw the, deceiver toward' developing more * 

V • 

> J ■ 

understanding of the speaker.. If the nodal point ^n the relationship 

\ - • ^ 

^is hostile, however, there would be increasing attempts at deception 
and. hostile control. . In terms of the model, augmented deceit is th^ 
deceiver's antithesis to ths benevolent person's gesture to put the^ 



J'. ■ 



relationship on more respectful and friendly grounds.^ (4) Finally^ 
the Benjamin iiodel explicitiy translates the psychoanalytic idea of 
intrdjection iato. geometric terms and, in so doing, s^cifies ways" 
■'in ^ich interpersonal 'experiences affect one's treatment of oneself. 
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The third (bottom) diamond of Figure 3 thus indicates vhat happens • . 
if the behaviors charted on the top diamond ar^ turned invard. " If 

a "child"has"a ^par ent ^"^^^ 

X135) for example, and the child turns the hositle power on him/ 
herself, -he/she becomes guilty (chart point 335). A constructive - 
encounter idith a benevolent therapist -who shows empathic understanding 
(llA) may reverse 'this trend toward self blame and, in time, result 

• . , ■ • • • 

in the introjection of the therapist's good will (314. an integrated 

-■ ■ ' ^ > . 

solid core) -." , \ - , ' .j^jj^ 

e 

. - ' ^ The Questionnaires' , • ■ ■■y 

^ r ' ' ' f 

> ^ , The questioimajire items describii^^ each of the chart points on ( 
the full model aore |}rcsentfed along with the simple version of the 
model In' Table 1. For different relationships and contexts, the 
object rates the applicability of each.it^ In Table 1 on a stale . - 
from 0 to 100. Anchor points are:' 0 < Never, pot at all; 50 «= Sonre- 

> • - , . o.- 

tlmes, moderately; 100 =' Always, perfectly. These anchor poii- s ask 
the subject tq consider jointly both frequency 'and aptness of the > ^ 
item.'- Numiers axe entered at 10-polnf intervals and subjects rarely 

, , . . i 

usefmore than the 10 points suggested. The f easons for using a 
scalfe of this form were presented in Benjamin, 1974-, p. 399. -Items 
app^r'in'a randomly -determined order. Some of the 'Various forms- of 

the questionnaire are presented in Appendix I. ■ 

' ' ') ' . ' ■ ■ ■ ' 

Series i described the 'Interpersonal behavior of a significant 
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Other in terms of the first tvo 'surfaces- (focus on;othei: and focus 

on self). An example of focus on other is: manages^ con- 

' trdlsr oversees" every aspect" o£"ciy "existence"^" Here, "the -pferson-^ 
being rat6d is focusing on another person, namely the rater. There' 

^ a. transitive verb v±th the rater as direct object. ' "^y 

yields, submits, gives in to me" describes the person being rated 
as focusing on^him/herself;- there is an intransitive'verb with the 
rater as indirect object. Pocus on other has\ to do^ with vhat is to be 
done to., for or about others.* Focus on self has. to do with what is 
being done to, for or about the self. 

Series B has the sane logical and grammatical structure^ as 
Series A except roles are reversed. In other words, in Series B 
' the ra'ter uses an "I" form instead of the "He/She" form of Serife 
' A. An example of Series B focus on other is "I manage, cc^trol, 

oversee every aspect of my 's existence" and an ^examp!^ of , 

focus on self is "I yield, submit, -give in to my 



Series A and B should be given • together to measure complement 



tarity* : The focus on other items from Seri-es A ("My managesT,^ 

cS^trols,'. oversees every aspect of my existence") are comiplemented 
by the focus *on self items^'from /Series B ("I yield, ^ submit, give in ^ 
to my \ " ) . The focus on ^If items from Series A (*'My 
yields, s^iijmlts, gives in to me") complemeiTt the focus on other, i^ems 
from Series B) ("I manage, control, oversee eviery aspect- of my 
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■ ■■) ' 

\ ' ' ■ ■ 

A smnmary of the r4latlons between Series A and B Is presented 

in Table 2. References in the table to tvo-space sunmaries vlll be 



ERIC 



Insert Table 2 Jkbout here 

. explained subseqi^ently in the section headed The Computer Analyses. 
■ ■ ,' • - ■ • ' . 

' Series C measures intrapersonal attitudes described by the 

third (Introject) surface of the model. This is a measure of hov 

the subject treats hWherself rather than of hov he/she relates 

to others. ("I control, manage myself according to my earefully 

thought-^ut goals for myself")/ Series "C can be, rated by the 

* - 

subject him/herself or by someone elae judging tie subjects » self- 
concept C-'Ee/she controls, mknag^s him/fterself . according to his/her 

'v . . . . ^ • 

carefully thought out goals for him/herself"). 

.In Series D a^-third party rates the Interpersonal postures 
of a pair for focus on" other ("He manages, controls, oversees every 
- aspect of lier existence"; and focus on self ("He yields,, suTkits, 
gives in to her") . For any dyad,. Series D- ^tould be given twice, 
reversing s^ibject and object the second time ("She manages,, con- - 
t-rx)ls, oversees every aspect -of his existence" an^'She^ields, 
submits, gl,ves in to him"). The two .admlAistratio^.of Series D 
-allows a test of complementarity ("He manages, controls, oversees 
every aspect of * his eristenc'e" is ccmplemen||d by "He yields, sub- 
^ mlts, gives in to her"). . ' , 
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Use of tvQ forms of Series D, and use of Series A. and B allox-TS 
unbiased testing of complementarity. For example, a given indivi- 
dixal In a given relationship can be dominant or submissive, doiffinant 
and submissive, or neither. In a pair both can be^ dominant, or both 
'can be submissive. This freedom is' in significant contrast to other 
^methods-such as>Leary'^s (1957) wherein the presumption is, and the 
scoring assures, that to the extent the subject is not dominant then 
he/she is submissive.' 

The standard INTERPERSONAL HISTORY series typically used in the 
beginning of psychotherapy asks the individual to rate hlm/herselfc 
.(Series C), a significant other person such?^as the spouse (Series A), 
the self in relation to that significant other person (Series B) ; 
mother as ^remembered from childhood (Series A) ; self in relation to. 
mother then (Series B) ; father as remembered |rom childhood (Series A) ; 
self in relation to father then (Series B) ; mother in relation to 
father (Series D); father^in relation to mother" (Series! D) . In sum,'^ 
there is an- assessment of self, relation vith significant other, 
memory o f the relationship with thfe mother, with^^J^ father, and 

of the modeling that mother and father showed in relation to each 

'« ■ ■ ■ • ■ 

other. 'Variations on this may be in^t as is clinically appropriate. 

*> , ^ ' 

Stepparents r^ay need to be substituted, or the time period sampled 

may need altering. If the presenting patient is a child then Series A 

and B should be applied to that child as seen by each of the parents, 

■ ■-. . ■ I 
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and, *f the child is old enough, he/she should rate the parents on . 
the NOW form of Scries A, B and D. • 

_ _ _ The_ Computer Analyses 

There Is one standard program (ORD 2) and four optional pr 
grams (lXG 2, CORONY, ORD 4, and ORD 5), 
ORD- 2 Oiaps, affiliation and autonomy scores) 

Kaps ; The standard program yields output illustrated in Tigure 
2 which is from some Series (th^rd surface) ratings of the self. 




Insert Figure, 2 about here 



The output presented in the top ^If of the figiare is from a 30 year 

• ■ . * * 

old, married voman at the beginning of a 10 week^ brief psychotherapy. 

The patient set the limit at 10 sessions because that vas the period 
during which she had 100% coverage by hcnlth insurance and she was 
motivated to move as rapidly ^as possible, "Rr rings at the bottom 
half of Figure 2 were made at the end of the 10 week therapy. ^ \ 

Output such as that shown in Figure 2 is named a map > To 
create maps, the ORD 2 program unscrambles the randomly determined 
order of the iteias and prints out the scores assigned toJeach item 
at the appropriate places in the mcdei. For esample, at the be- 
ginning of therapy the patient assigned 90 to the items for chart . 
points ^labeled guilt,- blamej, bad self; and doubt, put self down. 



She gave these same two item ratings of 30 and 20, respectively, at 
the end of therapy. 



. 10. / 

' It/ addition, the ORD 2 program determines" the median rating 
for each'^uestioiinairc, subject > and -relationsMp^aTid prints out 
phrases from above-median items at the* apprapriate pXace on the model^^^^ 
For "exampleV tH^^ ^^^^^-^--1^2-^^.^--.---^- 
bad self for the ratings mapped in the top part of Figure 2 vas 
above median; therefore the phrase "guilt , blame, bad self " appears 
in'^the corresponding location for that charr point. This procedure 
allows the relatively more salient points for a given subjects' in 

■ ' ' ' ' \.r 

a given relationship" to be determined • A glan)s;e at/ the above-median 
Items for tire top of Figure" 2 shows ^that at the beginning of therapy, 
the patient had introjected much hostile power. • Inspjection of- the 
bottom half "of Figure 2 shovs that by the- end of the brief therapy, 

she had lessened the degree t)f>'self -oppression although much self- 

• ■ ^ • ) . • ■ ' • 

-re&traint .remained. . ^ 

- ^ / - V 

In g^eral above-median endorsements* oh the affiliative right- ' 
hand side of the map (especially Quadrant I) are characteristic of 
normal subjects vhereas above-median endorsement oil the disaf f,iliative ^ 
side are more ^characteristic of psychiatric subjects-. Average maps 

for female psychiatric patieats are presented in Appendix II. 

) ^ 

Under the rationale that the primate has an affiliative (group), 

» » ' 

adaptation, the- finding that normal subjects center on the affilia- 

*■ . . 

tivdl pole is GEpectecTr The observation that more affiliative items ^ 

are also more socially desirable confirms tlie evolutionary T>rinciple 

of survival of the fitt^t. If the primate needs to bond and cooperates 
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i. . . "v • -, . , ' ■ ] V • 

■,,vitli dtlier primates to. survive, then the ones with thfe greatest skiii-. 
^.kt af filiatiotx viil survive- easiest; it is appropriate- that lAa't-i^- 
f adaptive is socially desirajble "and characteristic of veil functioning 
Tmembers (i.e. nbrmals)' of the primate troop .V Further; considera^-tioij^ . 

pn the "problem" of social desirability are presented, ii> benjamin,' . 
^ 1974, and Benjamin, 1976. ^ When all ds said 'done, the fac-t rema;^ns 

the SASB is a -good-faith test and should bte used only with subjects 

. ' ' . •■■ >^ ' S- -^^ ' r ' ' 

who are trying to be' as candid >-as they can .yl thin the lliaits of 
normal' defensive .mechanisms;' '.Morlvation should- be^^ deslTe for 
self -understanding and therefore if at all -pbssible, subjects should 
be promised a viewing and explanat^Lon of the compter analyses. TX 
this cannot be arranjged then there should be .ratings of the subject: 
by an Informed but objective third- party.- 

• The ORD 2 maps for Series A, B and D consist ot-two (fbcus on 
other and focus on self) surfaces for each rating rather than the 
one (introject) shown for the pre ^nd post Series C ratings presented 

in Figure 2. The left hand side of Figure 3 presents the ORD 2 put- 

>' ' ■ 

put from Subject #362 B9 rating her memory of her mother on Series 

' " ■ ■ J . .. ' 

A and the right-hand side presents the output from the same patient 

^ . -•• "^^ - - ' " 

rating ,hef memory of^ herself In relation to her mother on Series B. 



Insert Figure 3 about here 



•FlgUTie 3 illustrates that when Series A and B ;are applied by the 
rater to^the same other person, the output yields an analysis of theV 



> ■ . .... .... 
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rater's jylew of each, focusing. pjaTthe other /and each focusing on' the 

selfi To ohtain a complete "description 'of a given relationship, 

- . ^ , . ' ^ ' ■ ■ - ■ •' ' 

bott Seri^ A and B, shouli^alw^s be administered together. CoEple- 
laeatarity, '(see Table 2) is iiidlcated by c6mpa.ring A, foQus-'on other 

■v£th B, fo,cus on self j 'and A, focus on self;, with B, focus on other./ 

*ror example, in Figure 3, the mother had 3 above-median^ items just^'* 
on 'the hostile s;ide o£ the power pole. Complementaritgr is suggested 

*by.the daughter's above-median items just on the liostile side of 
the submissive pole. Perceived similarity is established by com-r'' 
p^rii^^the ^e surfi?ces for Series A ai5j3 B*: Both the daughter and^ 
the mother, for example, gave above-median endorsement to refuse 
assistance, care; sacrifice; appease, scurry. This similarity ma^ 
be .interpreted as' a type of identification. 

Series A and B measure'^he perceptions of the rater^ and may 

•or may not relate to reality. In individual therapy, the reality 
of childhood experience is ignored imder the rationale that it is 
the perception an^iemofy^which affects feelings about the self 
and relations with significant others... As therapy progresses, this 
perception of hoxj it 'was often changes and SASB measures the changes 

In assessing marital oor family relationships important in the 

^ ' ' . ,, ■ ■ " ■ 

here and now, a test X)f reality becomes more relevant. If ^ Series A 
and B can be rated by ^bo^th members of the dyad C^.g. daughter and 
mother; wife and husband) / then, in addition :to obtaining a complete 
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. . description of 'each Individual/ s pheiioi^nolpgy, there is an oppor- 
•'^^^ tutiity for crossrche^Jidng' the validity of those respective percep- , 
• tions.*^ For exampl^v;Tersofi^ #l's description of 'Peracto #2's Spcus on . 
otter behavior (from Series A, Person 1) can be Qompared to ?ersoji 
^ fUl^s ddscriptioff* of his/her ovn focus on bther behavior (frdm. Series 
- B, Person 2)-^ further possibilities for such /cross-checks are described 

;■ > - • . - - ■• ' /■ ' ■ 

' in Xhe section ^labeled CORONY. " The use (jf iiiap;B to identify discre- 



pancies In perceptions of each other can provide ^maj or points of 
/%ocus in couples and family therapy. Reference to the model can 

be very usef ^ In identifying^ misunderstandings, relating them to 

, - ■ _ \ - . . \^ ' 

early history, and in specifying alternative interper&dnal postures'. 
Illustrative examples are availably elsewhere (Benjami^i, 1976). 

» .' ■ V* _ " ■ 

Details of int^pretation of maps, such as those shovn in Figures 

. , ft • 

3 and 4 can depend on the theoretical orientation of the clinician.. 

The interpersonal postures presented in the simplified version of- the 

model In Jable 1 can be related to different "schools" of therapy 

such as psychoanalysis, transactional analysis, dlient-centered 

therapyi or family therapy (see Benjamin, 1979). -^n interpreting ORD 

2- maps, 'blocks' of above-median items shpiiild be noted.- For example, 

in the left-H^i\side' of Figure ^ "there is a blocks' Q^f* above-median " 

items in the focus- other Quadrant IV (Series A), and, these suggest\ 

the patient^ s mother vas perceived as<^having much friendly dnflu^ce* 

Above-median items in that quadrant include:. Specify what^s best, 

voleat monitor, remind; pamper,- overindulge and ^o on., \Ef quadrant 
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names , corilapse too.^iirbcli Inf ormat alternative language is 

■ • . - Z' - ' ■ . > . . - 

^ stlliL desired, the .interpreter . my^Jwi^h tb^^use tie. more r colloquial . 

•and'^pQpuljar term&n^tered; in Figure -4. There, the terms offered 

» ' ' - • ' ■ •. ' r 
\ . > ^. ^ . 
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* a, V . Insert Figure 4 about here 

to describe the most control^ng behayiprs in Quadrant 17 are: 

Bossing others, "Jewish momma*'" and Sugar Daddy. TJhen using the ^ r 

■ ■ ■ -' / ■'. - ' > - ' " 

alternative language of -Figure 4, the daughter's complementary be- 

. ■» ■ ■ > 

haviors shox^n in Series B are renamed "good girl" and prissy.. 
r Note clusters of above median items and note large blank areas > 
Interpretation of maps may consist ^of noting sixch clusters 
of items and summarizing in terms of; key vords from Table 1, Figure 
4 and the output itself. It, is Important to include ^ery quadrant 
in order to give a balanced pictu^. rFor example, in addition to 
noting Friendly Influence, the mother described iii terms of Figure 
3 should also be described /in terms of Quadrant J[ - Encourage 
Friendly ^Autonomy. The addition of these behaviors (described in 
Figure 4 as. You're OK, I tinders tand', I hear you. Do your ovn^tjiing) 
means that' the mother also contributed to the daughter's healthy 



. differentiation and str^gth. This indeed w^s the reality. as the 
unusually quick response to. treatment demonstrated. 
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• ? The ab^^ence- of •atove-mediin endorsement Is Noteworthy "too . , 
For 'example. In ri'gure 5 the^' Series A^and Series B rating? for ^ 



Insert 'Figure, 5 about heice 



-«*3^ ^ -a * ^ 

the husband of Subject 362 B9 are. presented. • In contrast to the 
mbther, Quadrant I on the' husband *s map. was relatively empty. He • 

did not listen, communicate understanding or show confirmation of 

" ■ ' " * . ■ ■ /• 

Patient 362 B9. At the' s^Sae 't-hxi; Figure '5 shows that he was ■ 

experienced as punitive and controlling (Quadrant III, focus on ; . 

> ■ . ■ . ■ ' . ' ■ 

'other) as well as neglectful "and rejecting (Quadrant H, focus 

on other). He was- also personally unavailable (Quadrant II, foqis 
on self). Th^large blank area.v on the ihterdeperfdence side of 
his focus on self surface suggests he was imperviipu^' to her in- » 
■fluence escept for the points sulk, act put upon and ask^ trust, 

•count on. ?rom the patient's point of view he sounded like a difficult 
preadolescent boy who counted on 'his ikfe-mother^t^- "cover his 
bdses" for him. He mostly had a'good^tlmc playing- with his buddies, 
occasionally would glumly do ^t he. was '^supposed" to, and he , 

; frequently '"blackmailed" his wife .(mother) into- keeping the supplies 
coming and holding- her tongue. The wife w^s afraid, of'his attacks • 
and would do vtatever she could to avoid them. / : ^ 
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Naturally tte therapist requested tliat the husband be br6ught 
In'foi^therapy and the vife 'tyied*very;har<i to get him to 'do it. . 
He adamsntly refused-. .The therapy proceded on the assumption., 
that if complementarity flovs_in tvo - direfctions, then the wife s . 
TCsejatful submission/nust be* contributing to the huslJand's hostii^ 

control; and hei: lack of frienxily autofxonous assertiveness, - to-" Ms 

' • . ■ ' ' ■ . ■ \' ^ " e 

apparent inability tO' hear and understand her* . . / /..; . 



Kbte conspicuous breaks in above-Tnedian endors^ements . 
^e- self ratings of a 23 ye&r ol^" voinan sho\vn/:in Figure 6 



Insert Piguire 6 about here 



reveal a narked break around the affiliative andt disaff illative - 

■ ■ ■ ' ■ . ; ' : ■ 

poles. 'Real varmtft has not been introj^cted (there was none avail- 
able from her "proper", image-conscious jnoth'er) and Subject 316 B9 



vas perceived as . "cold"' by her , husband vho -hadj' -precipitated a "crisis 

\ . ' . / ■ . ■ . . '■ .-ii ' -■ ■ - ■ , ' , - ., 

"by finding a lover..- The lower half of Iligure j 6 will be disdUssed 



Or - 



in the section headed LAG 2. . 4 ^ ^ 

Note vhether there' is balance^^^een intierpersonal surfaces . 
" Above^median focus on other and focus on.' | self items should be 
about equal in number. In Figure 7 the husband of Patient .316 B9 
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Insert ^^ipire 7 about here 



d&sfcr ibed. Ms father ii{ore^;;in'tfer^^ on oth^,(vho T?as the ^.-^ 

rater), and he described'^hliaself more in terms of focus-^n himself • 

, . I. ■ ^ ■' . ' •> ' ■ " 

The father had'^21 above-median ratln^^s for items- belonging to the 

I - . . " ^ ■ 1;.':". ^ ' . 

focus on otliei: surf ate Xparent. protc«:.ype) and only *11 oii ^the focus . 
■on self surface -(chil^- prototype). . In accord with, the principle of 
complementarity the subject assigned above-median ratings to 17 
items belonging to th^ focus on self surface (child prototype; 
and only 6 to the focus on other surface (parent protct^e).-* In. 
other words the fattier mostly focused on the son, and the son,- 

mostly on himself. Complementarity between father and; son vas 

/ ■ • ■■ , ■■ 

also shovn by. the fact that the father's a.bove-median endorsements 

> were on the influencing' side of the focus on other surface whereas, • 

the son^s above-median endorsements wer^^ on the submissive side of 

the focus on self surface. . \ ' ' 

In sutoary, the father's total control of the relationship is 

« • • ■ ' ' * ■ '■ • 

shown by three features: (1) father's heavy focus on son and son's 
* focus on self ; (2) father's high ratings on all of the influencing 
ltemsN(lower- half of focus on other surface) and son's high ratings 
of suhaissiye items -plover half of focus on self surface) and 
C3) the fact that ^the father' himself .was essentially uninfluencible. 
The lower 'half of this focus on self surface is ^almost completely 
blank. -The son was learning to ^ocus only an him§elf, that he should 
' submit extensively and that his father was uninflu^cible. This 
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exp'erience taught him that in relation to father-figures ^^e V7as * 

ineffective and .worthless. . . - ' 1; 



Note veighted aj^Niliatloii' and autonomy scores . 



The weighted *afflliatidri\snd autonomy scores present a sumnary 
c'fecatement of the basic thrust or orientation of the above-median 
items in the ORD 2-inap^. 'She weighted affiliation (X) and the 
weighted autonomy scores (J) i-d'entlfy a single vector (X, Y>'whiph ^ 
is affected by the degree of endorsement and by Insights assigned 
according to the theoretical structure of Figure .!• 
- ToUIIj^strate: the ^affiliation, autonomy) v^tor for the 

. mother focfus on other behavior shown in the left-hand side of Figure 
3 is (J^j h60),. This- sumziary score is located; in the focus on other 

^Quadrajat* IV and as such it represents an average position 'of friendly 

^ ^ ' ■ ■ -\ • ' " - 

power. In other words, .the^ mother 's focus on other behavior was more 
^ friendly than hostile, and more, powerful than encouraging of autonomy. 
The patient's focus on self behavior shown in the right-hand sidk.of ^ 
•Figure 3 has an affiliation, autonomy vectot: of (98, -58) indicating 
an average petition of "friendly submlssivenessf this is complementary 
to the mother's position of friendly Influence. 




The weights used in computing the weigh\:ed~af f ili^tioUj^ and 

:^hat \ 



Autonomy scores are given in Figure 8 where it can be »se^l^hat 



^ Insert Figure 8 about here ^ 




.6 

i 
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r- 



items approaching th? affiliation pole ar,e given' progressively 
great& positive weights and items, approaching the 4isaff ii-iative. 
-nole-^e g'iv.en progressively great ^ neg^ive veigbts. The . , 
affiLiatibn score-is computed hy ipultiplying thCendP^f^ent for ( 
"edch item hy its veight ak assigned in Figure 8. -.The sum of all 
36 products comprises the^eighted Affiliation score for a given 
surface. The 'affiliation score for the mother's focus on o'ther 
behavior shown in the left-hand- sida of Figure 3 was computed aSv 
follows,. -Starting at the affili^tidii l)ole and moving .clockwise: : . 

90(+8) -+ ■ 99 (+7)... ■ +9.0(0).:. ■ +0X-9)'y.. +90(+8) 
^IpciS W 11413 . [142] [140] _ [130/ j [point. 111]. 

.■99 is punched-instead of 100 to save space on computer cards. In ^ 
general,- .positi^af filiation scores indicate friendliness and negative \. 
affiliation scares, indicate unfriendliness. ' ' . : ' ^ ^ 

■ The autonomy scor^ is computed by giving maximal positive weights, ^ 
to itffflis 'at th\ autonomy pole, and maximal negative weights to items 

X the kmilnance^bmisslon pole.. Except for the change in weights, 
the autonomy ^core Xcomputed exactly as the affiliatl-on score. • 
Each item is multiplied by its' assigned weight from Figure 8 and 
all 36 products for' a fcren ^surface are summed. Negative autonomy 
scores indicate dominancL if generated from the focus on other ^ 
surface, and submission ^if^nerated from the-focus on self - sur- 
face; Negative autonomy scorXfrom the Intro ject surface indicate 
intro^ected control; friendly, selVdiscipline if the affiliation 
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score is t^osit^^, aiad» hostile self-criticism and restraint if the 

^ . . " . ■ ^ ■ . 

Affiliation scorfe is negative^ Positive introjected autonomy scores^ 

:A,along vith positive introjected affiliation scores indicate intro-, 

■ ■ ' . " * — 

jected tolerance of autonomy^ a vilfin'gness to-^let oneself be vhat— 
ever one vLll Ve. If introjected affiliation is negative, positive, 

/ - ^' ' .- ' . \ ' ■ . , • ; ^ • ' * ' 

introjected autonomy scores d^gfestf self -neglect • ^ " 

The affiliation and autonomy scores are useful in prpviding^^ 
numbers to characterize maps when contrasting groups, ^when comparing 
an individual to various norms, or vfaen' tracing changes over time, 
" as in therapy for exai^le*- 

In Appendix IV some nomjs for weighted affiliation? and auto- . 
riomy scores from an earlier revision of ^the Questionnaires .(the 
1976 form) are presented. The dat;a are based on a sample of 48 



, 40 f^s^les). 



psychiatric patients (8 males, 40 fetfs^les), 56 medical students ' 
(29 males, 27 females) and some psycli^logy students (N =-36) parti- 
cipating in InterpersonalJ-^^^g groups* Norms on a' small - 
sampte (N = 30) "tff psychiatric patients taking the 1978 form do 
not ioplc^ery different from those presented in Appendi2: IV. Norias 
from the 1970 ^rm^'(67 non-psychiatric persons, 55 p^y chia.tr ic 

patients) and from the 1974 form (51 medical students) showed many , 

^ ' ^ ■ - ' ■ V ■ . 

of the same, but;iidt all of the same trends. , Final- norms will require 

> y 

Tnuch larger samples. Pres^itly massive ntjmbers of ratings are 

■ , \- ' ' . ^■ 

planned as a par t^^ of an interpersonal diagnostic project; 



2 



s 

\ 
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Colleagues u^ing the 19/8 forms, are asfced to forvard data classified 
by sex and diagnostic category 'for possible inclusion in future norms. 
t In gepe^al, Appendix I^' shows that med#:al students are more 

r ' . ^ ^ ' . 

affiliative than patients in ratings involving/ self , sigjiificant 

r - ' ■ ' < ■ 

* other (and/not shbra in the appenc^, mother and-^ather). In 
relation to sigtiif icant other, both patients and medical students 
functidned in Quadrant I VTith patients feeling more controlled by 
their spouses than ^nedical students. ' Not shovn in Appendix IV are 
norms to suggest that mothers exerted enough- control to average 
in Quadrant IV for some groups^ and all groups reported a Quadrant 
IV average level of submissiveness in relation to mother. Similar 
trends were observed forfa^Jiers and all groups in relation to fathers. 

The table at the end of Appendix IV presents coefficients of 
internal consistency which will be defined in the section headed 
iutocorrelation Patterns . On the average ™b psychiatric samples 
shoved less within-subject ^internal cons^^ency than medical stu- 

l; 

dents. IL- 

Developmental nsrms for affiliation, autonomy and internal 
consistency scores are presented in Appendix V. These, are based on 
ratings of the ^71 form made by 171 mothers of pediatric out- 
patients. The rated child was either the oldest (107) or youngest 
(64) whether or not that was the child who had been brought to the^ 




V 
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clinic* Details of^the sample and findings are presented in the 

test of Ai5>eadix VI A repeated laeasnres anova ras. performed on ; 

\ ^ / V - " ' ■ \ 

the norms in Appendix V. and the folloxd.ng trends vere significant: 

Focus on other ratings revealed that children vere experienced 
by mothers as controlling during- the first year of life. Children 
progressively gave more autonomy to mothers as age increased. 
Focus on other did not reach high levels of in^jsmal ^consistency 
un^il age 7-9. / 

Focus oneself became progressively less af.f ilia tive as age increased . 

Since focus on other started at a very low level of internal consis- 

y \ ' . ■ ■ 

tency and progressively increased thereafter, vhereas focus on self 

%' ■ 

started and\stayed at high levels of intenraiL consistency, the assign- 

. \ ■ .■ 

ment of protonypic names parentlike and childlike for these behaviors, 
• ■ respectively > is suppor'ted. Further support is found in the rela- 
tion of points on the focus on other surface to other studies of 
parent behavior, and of the focus on self surface to studies of child" 
behavior (see Benjamin, 1974). 

/ Mother *s ratings of themselves in relation to the children \ 
suggested .that -mothers vere controlling of children during the first 
year of life and progressively more giving of autonomy as age in- | 
creased. ^ \ ' . 

Maternal ratings of their ovn focus on self suggested a peaking 
of attachment at 12-17 months, an abrupt drop at 18-24 months vhen 
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item analyses presented ^ Appendis: VI suggest there was a peaking 
/Of^ostile autonomy (from the children) . , Except for the 18-24 month 
■ low, affiliation remained high to preadolescence when it dropped.^ 



c 

4 
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some. , 

Appendix VII presents the details for preparing the data deck 
to rune on OED 2. The same principles for data preparation apply • 
for all three vof the optional programs. ORD 2 may also be run on the 
PDP 15 computer. In addition to a program which will yield OED 2 
maps and autonomy and affiliation scores, PDP-15 hafi^an option which 
will allow the user to take the questionnaire directly via the 
computer and receive Imaediate output from ORD 2. 

U^G (autocorrelation patterns and the coeff iciel^of Internal con- 
sistency) . t 

Sigh and positive internal consistency ; The firsts-Optional program, 
named LAG, produces autocorrelation patterns such as the one «hown ■ 
in Figure 9. ' Data used for generating Figure 9 were from Suhj ect ^ 
362 B9 rating significant other and mapped in Figure 5. 



Insert Figure 9 .^hout here 



To create the autocorrelation figure, each of the item scores 
is correlated with the iteid scares ^f or points one step away accord- 
' ing to the model in Figure 1. For examnle, in rating self focusing 
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on other (I form, sho\m in the top right-hand side- of Figure 5) the 
score for "you ;caii do it fine" (= 90 as shpvn in Figure .5) ' is \ 
correlated vith the score, for the adjacent chart poia^t/ "suggest 
fair exchange " ,(= 70 in Figtxre 5); pairings for adjacent items 
continue all the way around the surface. ^ Usually the pairing of 
adjacent points ,(fi^st lag) yields a high and positive correlation 
indicating that theoretically similar items actually receive similar 
degrees of eridorsenent by a. given individual making a specific 
rating. The second lag correlates data for points vhich a^ tvo 
steps apart; 'the third, points 3 steps apart, and so on until lags 
17 and 19 idiich pair nearly opposite points. Lag. 35 completes the^ 
cycle of 36 points, and amounts to correlating points one step 
avay. (Lags at 9, 18 and 36 are invalid because they involve redun- 
dancies. Lags 0 and 36^involve correlating each point yVi-th itself 
and lag 18 has only 18 rather than 35' different pairings 'of the 
36 available' points) . In the upper right-hand part of Figure 9 the 
first 17 autocorrelations decrease progress ive3?y in size through 
successive lags. They are in the range .of zero when points which 
are theoretically unrelated are correlated; 'sucl^i points are located 
at 90 degree angles in the model in Figure 1* .In this part of Figure 
9 the autocorrelations become highly negative vhen pairing points 
which are theoretically opposite; -correlations become progressively' 
more positive again as the process continues past oppositas to come 
back to correlate adjacent points* The actual lags '19-35 are mirror; 
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Images. of lags 1--17 because there are only 17 completely Independent 
sets of pairings possible vith 36 points. . To avoid giving a false 
impression of true mirror Imaging, the program graphs actual data 
for. odd numbered lags on the right-hand side (lag 1 is printed at 35; 
lag 3 at 33; lag 5 at 31, etc.) and the even numbered lags on the 
.left-hand side (lag 2 at 2,. lag 4 at A; lag 6 at 6, and so on). 

The appearance of the curve in the upper right-^hand side of 
Figure 9 is quite typical of normal populations. In .order to create 
a number summarizing the degree to ,vhich a given autocorrelation 
curve resembles the shape shown in Figure 6, another correlation 

> - ■ ... . . ' * ■ 

is computed between^ the points in this part of Figure '9 and an in- - 
verted normal V(Z) curve- This nxmber describing the degree bf 
correspondence betveen the autocorrelation curve and an inverted 
normal curve has been named the co-efficient of internal consistency 
(Benjamin, 1974, pages 401-405) and this typically averages close 

^ to .90 In normal samples. "(See T^ble IV-1 in Appendix 17) • 

The interview method with hundreds of subj ects has suggested 
that if an orderly pattern such as that shown in this part of Figure 
9 is obtaix/ed, the behavior Being described is int^rated, "together" 

. predictable and stible from day to day. If that,,pattem 1$ not ; 
obtained, the domain of behavior being described is disorganized, 
not predictable, unstable, chaotic; In other words there is test- 
retest reliability Implied by hi^gh internal consistency. Sometimes,' 



towever, stibjects (especially patients). obtainii3g a high coefficient 
vill report they vere feeling very "together" the day they took 
the test, 'but on another day they would 'rate It differently. Thus 
test-re test reliability is suggested but not necessarily Implied 
by high internal consistency. 

- No internal consistency . When the autocorrelation patterns 
show "random" scatter, the coefficients will be near zero and this 
suggests thfe domain being described is unstable, chaotic, unpre- 
dictable. * . 

Negative internal consistency . The lef t^hiand side of Figure 
9 presents the autocorrelation curves for Subject 362 rating 
her husband at the beginning of therapy. These autocorrelations 
correspond to the rating;^ mapped on the left-hand side of Figure 
5. Inspection of Figure 9' shows that the. husband's fbcus on other 
behavior toward the patient ten<fed to be more correlated when 

opposites were be ifag compared (cpeff icient of consistency = -•326). 

^ - ■ ■ , ■ . , . - ■ ; 

Adding this to Figure 5(L) it can be seen that he gave her opposing 

messages: abandon-nurture; force conformity-endorse fr^dom; specify 

.what's best-uncaririgly let go; neglect-stimulate; put down-you can 

do it fine. Such a degree of contradictica (P^.05 fbr-r « -.326) 

is said to represent double-binding behavior when it occurs as it doe 

here on the focus on other surface* Inspection of the -lower right- 

handv part of Figure 9 shows that the patient tended to complement 
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- the perceived -double-binding' vith -Her- focus -on self 

^behaviors: (I form) tifere cbtnplementary to his focus on other be-*- 
haViors (He form) In that they had a slight (but not significant) 
tendency to form thl^ invert ed-U characterizing ambivalence when 
.occurring on the ftfcus on^. self surf a^p€^r = -.098). 

Comparing consistency betveen surfaces • . < 

^ \ . . ' ■ - ■ , 

The contrast betveen the patient's ovn* focus on other (I ^rm) 
and her focus on self (I form) shown in the top and bottom ,bf the 
right hand side of Figure 9 is informative. AjS is true of many help- 
Ing professionals (the patient had a high position in the medical 
hierarchy), focus on other behaviors are aff illative and integrated. 
Focu^ on self 9 however, was much less well-defined, even "disintegrated 
if not ambivalent. In clinical terms, such persons are comfortable 
when initiating and doing to ^ and for others, but not \?hen accepting 
and reacting to what's being, done to and for them. Similarly, 
the mod^ allows for differential degrees of functioning in different 

- — ^ ^'^ • • 

relationships. It is not 'uncommon to observe that persons can 
function very well with colleagues at work, both in terms o^ stability 
and friendliness but not so. veil in relation to spLgnlf leant c^her or ^ 
in relation to a -specific dhild. Sometimes the opposite is observed; ^ 
functioning is poor at work, but good at home. The SASB model is 
incompatible with the notion of mental illness as a total break- ^ 
down of mental apparatus; \it is supportive af ran interpretation of . 
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sbcial functioning, viiich talds that?^ in specific situations, mal- 
adaptive patterns. have developed tkrougV 511 interaction of learned 
and "organic" factors. The relation betweep genetics and environ- 
laent -is presumed to be complex and includes * factors associat^pd vith, . 

history of Xhe species, trf the family, and of . the individual* Both 

^ . . Y 

biochemical "and social interventions can be ^appropriate to the ^ 

specific behavioral malfunction. \ , 

• * .• . * ^ ■ ■ ■ . ' ' ' - ^ 

Relating consis-tency to affiliati>on and aut:ononry ^ . 

. . . ' ■ ' ' ■ ''^ ■ " ;■ • ' ■ " • ' 

Consistency and stability as reflected by a hl^h, coefficient 
of internal consistency should not automaticaj^ly be interpreted 
as "good". Th4 coefficient of consistency must be interpreted in 
conjunction vith the maps. For example, it is possible- to be con- 
sistently organized around self-destruction. v The coefficient of 
internal, consistency for introj ect ratings by persons vho' have 
committed suicide subsequent to routine taking this .test on clinic ^ 
intake have consistently been high and oriented around the disaff ilia- 
tive pole* Similarly, high coefficients of internar consistency 
are obtained for relationships with otherjs which are relentlessly 
hostile and destructive. The. problem child discussed in Benjamin, 1976 

is an example of the latter. 

^. ■ ■ . ■ ■ ' 

Relating consistency to "gaps"' in the map 

• . The autocorrelations shown, in .the lower haH of Figure 6 . tended , 

to increase as points, located on the model at 90 degree ai^es were 

coetelated". ' These "right-angle" correlations are found vSienever / 
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there are 5 or 6 point "gaps" in the aap as -there are around the 
affili^^ive^^^d disaf f^iative poles of Figure 6. Such, congpicuous ^ 
gaps can represent a. region of high' conflict; in the case of Subject 
'316 B9 shown in Figurie 6, the conflicts suggested by gaps had to 
do with sexuality «aiid aggression. „ , 

CORONY i ' - . . ' 

Optional program CORONY can compute product moment rs among 
all the surfaces for all the ratings of both members of a dyad. 
For example, for, the 9 ratings of the standard Interpersonal his- 
-tory, CORONY assigns variable names to successive surfaces of Figure 
1 involved in these standard raftings: ' 

, .1 = Self - Intro ject "° . 

2 " 'significant pther focuses on me - 

3 ^ Significant Other focuses on Tilm/herself 
' 4 ,e;jr focus on Significant Other' s 

5 «'l focus on iny/elf -when relating" to my sigtiificant pther 

■ > " ' ' • ^ .. V 

■. •■ ... ^ : ■ . ^ .■ ^ ■ V ■ ■ ■'. : ■ ■ ^ ^ 

6 « Mother focused on,%e ' ' 

■ '"'A 

\ 7 Mother focused on herself ^ 

* - * "* ' 

8 = I. focused on mother / 

9 I focused on myself vhen relating to- mother 
10 = Mother focused on father., ^ 
X^:^ Mother focused on herself in relation to father ;.. 
12 Father focused on mother . 

■ ; , X3 ^ Father focused on himself in relation to mother 
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If each member of a dyad ■irates the entire series, CORONY assigns . . 
the variable* nanes 14 to .26 to parallel ;v^iabies 1 to 13 for the. 

first 'Verson. ' 

COiRONY then alldws tests and allows demonstrations 'of CD, £££l 
ceived coaplementarity vithin subj ects (e.g. vhether' husbancys 
view of his focus on seliE behavior, is, complementary to his view 
of his wife»s focus on other behavior)^; (2^ perceived complementarity 
between subj acts .Ce . g . whether the husband's view of his* focus on. 
self behavior is complementary to liis wife's view of her focus on 
other behavior); and f3.') between-subject validation of self -descrip- 
tions (e.g. husband's view of his focus on" self behavior compared 
to wife's view of his- il^us on |elf behavior); 

A few product-moment rs representing contrasts 1-3 using the 



Insert Table 3 about here 



1974 forms are included in Table 3. ; Inspection of the sample entries- 
su^ests "tWt normal: ^coiiples' validate -.each: -other 's. se^^^ 



with avetaee rs ranging from .81 to .87 for the various possible =»- ' " 
comparisons. Psychiartric-cotiplesV by contrast, show- avera&e ri - 
' ranging ' from ' .53 fo . 61 , suggesting greater discrepancy. betweei|;^lf 
aprf other descriptions. Similarly, perceived cbmplementarity isSSuch 
less for^^psychiatric couples, than for normals. (Within subject average 
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r, ranged ffom .27 to .4^^ for psychlatijics, and .66 to .75 for nor- 
mals. Between subject perceived complementarity ranged from •28^ 
to ♦AT for psychiatrics and .69 to .72 for normals).' • . 

The contrasts suggested in table need not be confined to pro- 
duct-moment r«."'' Affiliation add autonomy scores'^ can also be ^^ompared 
for perceived complementarity within and between subject s> For 
example, Brakarsh (1979) Vis using the -contrasts outlined In Table 
3 to compare autonomy scofjes of partners in' "liberated" marriages; 
with those of partners In "tiradltlonal" marriages. One expectation 
Is that 'husbands in traditional marriages' will show greater* endorse- 
ment of power (negative parentllke .autonomy scores for variable 
^3, confirmed by variable 19) and ^wives will show greater endorse- 

ment of submissiveness (more negative childlike autonomy scores for 

•» ' ■ ' , ' . . , 

variable' 22, confirmed by variable 3)^. 

OED 4: ^ \ 

Xvo->space summary for ^ch subjfect -<y ^ 

The third optional program, OED 4, 'yields a single figure sum- 
marlzlig all of . a" given/ subject ^s lhter^ ±tk 
terms of the 9 respective sets of (affiliation, autonomy) vectors. 

• Figure 10 presents the ORD 4 2-space summary of the interpersonal 
history of patient 362 B9 discussed in connection with Figures 2, 



• Insert Figure ^^O^bout here 
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3 'and 5. In Figure 10 (affiliation, autonomy) vectors are pre- 

sented according to the key in Table 2. ' Focus on other ratings are 

dark circles and focus on self ratings are open circles . Lines 

are draxm hetveen complementary pairs of ratings ^ defined in 

Table 2^ The. tvo theoretically complementary vector s^between iscther 

and child described above are shovn in the lower right-hand comer 

■V .. . ' 

of the figure, and the actual cof$lementarity is apparent. 

A comparison of the^ Self -pre v±th the Self -post vectors show 
that' the pati^t became more friendly toward herself and less conr 
trolling or managing of herself. . (The post ratings were added since 
OBJ) 4 plots only one complete set). " . 

. The changes in relation to her husband;are shown by,. comparing 

Significant Other-pfe with Significant Other-post.. The map in 

. ■ ■. ' ■ • J . ■ ' ' ' . - ■ ' ^ ■ 

rigure 5 suggested the patient's husband initially exerted friendly 

and hostile control but was also quite rejecting. Figure 10 Indi- 

cates that at the beginning of therapy the average direction of Ms 

focus on her TOs In Quadrant II, invoke hostile autonomy. Figure 

* ■ : ■■ ■ M'-- ■■■■■■ , ■■ ^ ■ 

5 also suggested the" patii^nF^coiiqJ^ her tusband by being sub- 

missive and withdrawn. Figure 9, shows the- average- direction of 
her focus on self was Quadrant II, friendly submission. In Figure 
10 it can be seen that by the end of therapy, the patient's average 
focus on self >7as more Independent and friendlier and : that the 
husbaai^^s complementary focus on her had become friendlier and less 

■ . ■ ^ . . , ■ V ■ y ■ ^ 
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controlling. CSee Appendix -III%Tiu:oug^ an understanding of "the 

— — ■ •^^^^ * 

model and inspection of t^^^ ^'^'^ r^sent- 




fia suffering may have. beenvhd^Sg-t^1S?-iatein^^^ 

tcent. When she became more' assertive^ (not atta^ in thef vays 

described by points in Q^drant if-, her husband, said he "enjoyed 

Cllnieal sunnaaries from OiRD 4 

Each'ORT 4 profile caii' show mique trends and the differences / 
correspond' In a straight-forward tnanner to. thte'unlqueniBSS^>f the 
clinical picture. The- first three available OED 4 profiles far the . 
1976 forms are presented in Figure 11, ^ and 13. A scan ^ of sub- 
jects 302 B9, 304 B9 and 311 B9 reveals salient dynamics. S 302 
(Figure 11) was submitting to^hostlle control. by her husband; when . / 



O&i.sert Figur-es 11^ 12 and IS about here 




focus switched to' him, it is clear he took and ^he^^ufa^ed a 
hostile withdrawal. ^ This Quadrant -II behavior f(4ates to the fact . that. 

e couple was well into the process of divorce precipitated by 
-his "attending an encounter semj^ by his business; while 

there, he decided he was wasting his life with his wife of 20 years, 
and heBbe the divorce. 
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treme (and ungenuine) afiEectlon. Therpawer dimension was where her 
sensitivities lay: Her, parents were irery controlling and she, sub- 

r 

"^missive.- Her mother controlled her father and the way her father 



focused -on her mother was exactly paralleled by the way her husband 
focused on her. S 304 was the mother of a patient and her concern was 
that the patient was, not "a good daughter", i.^. was not submissive. 
Otherwise,, everything was 'Very good". ^ ■ 

S 311 (Figure 13) had. had very poor self esteem directly associa- 
ted with verbal and physical attacks from her mother. The mother, 
in turn, was 'subject to chronic hostile put-downs from tlie father 
who nevertheless treated his daughter quite well. S'Sll^s self- 
esteem had a^sitive base in the father's ki^dt/ess and was much im- 
proved by an intense, genuinely friendly relatioijiship with her signi- 
ficant other. S 311 attempted to exert benevolent control over her 
significant other .but was unsuccessful in this. - , . 

Summary of findings from OED 4 

IiV general;, (1) n<?^a5\ subjects show greater complementarity 
(less discrepancy) and tend to center most relationships near the 
autonomous side of affiliative pole. '(2) Psychiatric subjects show 
much greater discrepancies in complementarity and the specific 
nature of the discrepancies is clinically significant.; (3) Psychiatric 
subjects tend to show more. disaffiliation, more concern with dominance- 
submission and /or more hostile withdrawal than normal subjects. 
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A number to measare deviation from complementarity ■ 

"In order to test statements about the magnitude of discrepancy ^ 
in complementarity, program OKD 4 uses the Pythagorean Theorem to 
generate numbers representing the distances bet\7een compl-ementary 
:.points a^'shovn in Figures ^11, 12 and 13. For Figure 10 the 
Pyt|:agorean Theorem specifies that the distance between the husband's 
focus on other vector (-4, 7) and the patient's childliTce vector^ 
(21, -15) is equal to the square root of. [(-A -23)^.+ (7 +\LS)2] «= 33 

More generally speaking, the discrepancy ^is the hypotenuse of a triangle 
with one leg specified by,tfife difference between the affiliation scores 
of the two vectors. The Pythagorean Theorem spepif ies that these 
distances first be squiared, .added and then that the squa.re root of 
the total be taken. In Figure 9, the distance between the husband's . .. 
focus on other vector and the patient's focUs on self vector was - 
33.66; the distance between the patient's focus on other vector and 
the husband's focus on self was 112.15. The average of these. two was 

Table 4 presents the average of . such average vithin-suhj ec^ dis- 
crepancies in coEipleaentarity f or the categories: significant other. 



Insert Table 4 about here 



mother, father and parents in relation to' each « other. Data' are from 
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the 

medical students by a t^ test and the differences are significant 
at the .01 level for the categories: relations vith significant other, 
relations vith mother, and parents" relating to each other. If this 
trend is confirmed, it, would suggest that complementarity, in " 
marriage is more affected by the relationship observed by the child 
than by the child's own direct experiences vith the respective 
parents.^ Analysis of the 1976 forms is forthcoming. \ 
\ nxmber to measure deviation from identification , . " 

Identification 3s are also commuted by using the Pythagorean 

* Theorem. These compute the distanc^ between the (affiliation, 

autonomy) vector oi a given self description and the (affiliation, 
autonomy) vector of the rater ^s description for someone else for ^ 

-v^ comparablie focus. An example of identification D is: patient's 
rkting of her oxm focus on other behavior in relation to her mother 
(i focus on mother) compared to patient's rating of her mother's 
focus on other (mother focuses on me) behavior. 

"In general identification Ds are slightly larger than comple- 
mentary ])s indicating complementarity^ is greater than similarity;, / 
in addition, identification Ds are much less for normals than for^ , 

J. ■ 



psychia]frics, Undicalting normals perceive themselves as being 
mor^ similar to family than psychiatrics. 
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7~"In"Appendlx 'Vlir' tlie^^ 
put In terms of the various compleBjentarity and identification 
discrepanties^ ' ' ^ 

OKD 5 ;r. ' , • 

To test the significance of complementarity vlthin an indivi- 
dual's profile, OED 5 computes Kendall's Tau between the ranks of- each 
pair of complementary ratings for each dimension. For example, ^ 
Suhj[ect ^362 B9 shovn in Figure 10 demonstrated clear complementarity ^ 
. in the autonomy dimension. This is tested by rank ordering all = the 

darkened symbols (indicating focus bn other) on the autonomy dimen- 

f ■* ■ . ' 

sion. Nezt the complementary open symbols \indicating* focus on' 
self) are rank ordered on the same^ dlmen^sion. Kendall's Tau is .JS, 
p^.OOl indicating that the most controlling relationships elicited 

the most submlsslven^s. When this procedure Is replicated f^ Sub- 

■ *> . 

Ject 362 B9 on the Af f illative dimension,,* Tau is only 43 (p'*=^.d9) 

• . - . . * \ ■^ / 

suggesting that there yas less complementarity on this dimension ' 
for this subject. .Subjects (e.^. Tlgure 13) often do show signl-, 
f leant complementarity on the aff Illative dimension Instead of or 
in addition to the autonomy dimension. * ^ . 

Conclusion , ^ ■ . ' 

' - ■ ,•■ , ^ , - ' . . ' - .-■ 

This paper is conf ined -to . description of the questionnaire 

-measures along v±th preliminary normative *4ata Intended to orleitt 

the user of the questionnaires' to possibilities for interpreting 
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■'note: Table 1, ^'Questionnaire Items and. Simplified Version .of SAS-B,"(^ 
William Alanson White Psychiatric Foundation, is copyrighted 
and not available for reproduction. - • 



Table 2 



Plotting a J^-Space Summary of SASB Questionnaires 
(X,Y) as- in plane geometry where 

- Weighted-af filiation---scorG-=-J^ 

Weighted autonomy^ score = Y 



Series A 



Series B; 



Rater looks at someone else (He/She) 



(1) 



Focus on Other 

Involves doing something to, for . 

or about others ^ 

* • ■ • ' \ 

Transitive verb with other as the 
direct object 



Example: "He controls me" 
Prototype: Parentlike 



Rater looks at ^him/herself (I) 



(3) "same W ^1) except: is worded in. 
"I" form ' . 



Example i^^^^^ control him* 




(2) 



Fobus on 'Self 



^' * ^ k 

Involves what the self is ^doin^^-^i ^ % 
or what i^ being done to for or ^ • • 
about the self. ' .V 

Intransitive verb with other as 
the indirect obje'ct ... 

Example: - "Hef gives in to me" 

Prototype r Childlike > 



(4J.. Same^ as (2) except is worded 
in vj" form. " ^ 



Example: "I give in to him* 



COKPLEMENTARY. RELATIONS : (1). and -(4) ; Label 

.V -(3^) and. (2) Xabel 



mother focuses on- me*' 
'I focus on other" 



B 




' ■'"I ■ -Series C • •- ' ' 'i. " r 

CD?rted br self: Rater looks at hisis^her own intro j ections, "I confcrol myself" ^ 
y^tcd by. other: Someone else looks at subjccf 's- introjections. "He. controls himself 
■ Introjects- are not plotted, as -complementary to oth«r surfaces. . _ ■ ^ '. 
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VARIABLE SAMSS- 



' SSRISS'a - S RATES ■ '(He/She) 

.Focus on Other 
V._ ' . 'Focus on Self ,. ' ■ _ 

" ' , ' SERIES 2 - S -UlTSS SEI/? K CTHSS ■ (I) 
Focus, ori Other. 



2 
3 



19- 
20 




'fl) TSSTISG 
'WCTS SUBJECT-, .• 
COXPil'^SSTAKITir 



(2) TESTING . ■• 
/BET^SEN-S PSRCSIVSD 
COXPLS-CNTASITY 



13) 'TESTING •: 
• BEWEEN'-S VALIDATION' 
0? SELF ?ErvCEI>?IOS 



Focus o^'&ther 
•pSYCH'! , '^}^ 

' '; Focus on Self' , ' 



3,4 



X=42 , 
67,37,24,27,26, 
63,50 , 

e 

59,07*,34,0,-01, 

58,29 



20,21 .,, 



PSYCK, 



Focus on Other 



Focus on Self 



Focus on Other 



Focus on Self 



2,5 



"5 4 



hl5 
■73,23,70 

■X=71 • 
85, 82 ,'4 6 ■ 



19,22 
20, 21- 



2,22 • 



3,21 



Focus on bthet 



Focus on Self 



X=37 

■38,42,27,06,4$,' 
44,54_ . ■■ . 

'X=47 ■ 
74,31,41,-16, , 
58,73,S0 ■ 



■19,5 



20,4 



2,22 
3,21 



psYai 



Focus on Other 



Focus- on Self 



X=72 
59,86,70 

X=7i 
60, 7!), 73 



: : .. X=30 .■■ 
■02,47-,21,-32,50, ' * 

63,53. • 

i ■•■^■X>4S-. 
.62,42,1.3,28,53; . 
,.70,47 ' • • •* 



.X=65 
69, 79 ,'51 

' ■ X=71 
.58,82,73 



; ■ ' ■Xf23- , 
,24,13,23,-22,3^, • 
74,45 , 

: X=30 

46,34,14,03,04, 
74,23 ' .. 



. :X=70 

13,5. f8.1,77,51,-; 

, , ' ■ X=69. 
20,4':" :77, 83,46.' 



4,19 



5,20 



53,45,43,41,42, [. 21.,2 • - ; 
76,63' ■ 



V „-X=61: • 
75,61,49,62,30, 

89, 55- ;.)■ 



X=84 



22,5. 



72,57,30^55,70V.,; 

71,53,4C,24,6Sf ^ 
43,7,3 



■■' ■X=87 \ 
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. ^ • Figure Legends 

Figure I - The SASB model. The first surface describes focus on other;. ' 
the- second, focus on :self; and the third describes, the results, of turn- 
ing focus on "qther tovard the self. The hprizontal axes describe de- , 
grees of affiliation and the vertical axes, degrees of interdependence. 
The Eiod el describes and prescribes' oppo sites, .complements and antitheses. 
From "Structural Analysis; of Differentiation Failnre". Psychiatry,. 
Journal for the Study of Interpersonal Process . Copyright 1979 by . ' 
the William Alanson TThi^e Psychiatric Foundation. Reprinted by per-, 

' - • ■ ' ~ . "r "' ■ • . ■ . . • ■ ■ ' ■ - • ■ 

Figure 2 - Maps of Subject 362 B9Ts ratings of her introject before 
/^d after a 10-veek..brief psychotlierapy. Note she becomes less self- 
re^ricting and friendlier. 

Figure i - Maps of Subject 362 B^Vs Tatings; of 'her .mother, (both t^^^^ 
df focus) and of herself in relation her mother, (both type's <»f foQUs). 
Note A:he' mother . •^^^^^ and the patient, submissive. . 

Figure. 4 - A- "pop'-'', form of the SASB model. . . CEhls can be u^ed to inter- • 
pret.: OED 2 output - to patifents in 'less ' formal language, if desl'ted. 

. Figurej. - Maps of Subject 362 Bp's husband '(bo th:^types^i>f focus) and . 
of herself , in relation to him (both 'types of focus)., jiote that she — 
saw him as* quite contrplling, rejecting and withdrawn vhereas she x^s 

. submissive a^d withdrawn. She also was very friendly and' "together" 
when focusing on him. 

■ Figure 6 - Map and test of internal consistency for introjec.t ratings 
of Subject 316. B9. Note' the conspicuous gaps around the affiliative 
" and disaffiliative poles. * 



rigtire 7 - Haps of Sutje'ct 316 A9 (xiho was husband of 316 -B9) rating 
. his father (both types of focus) and himself in relation to his father 
(both types of focus) . , Note the father f ocuseS mostly on other an<i 
Subject 316 ,A9 complemented thls^.with focus mostly on himself * 
Figure 8 - The velghts used In computing the affiliation and autonomy;^^ • 
scores In-OED 2. Affiliation weights are maximal, around^ the affilia- .. 
tive pole and jainlmal atound^ the^ disaffiliative pole. Autonomy weights 
^ are maximal around the autonomy pole and minimal around the'interdepen-, 

dence ^jole» . e * - ■ ; ^ 

Figure 9 - LAG-output testing the internal consistency of the ratings 

. mapped in Figure 5. Note. that Subject. 362 B9 .was very integrated when 

• . . ■ / ■ ' ' ............ ■■ ■■■■ 

- ^ - • • ' . . ■ . ■ . ■ . . •. ... ■ ■ . ■ , . t 

' focusing on her husband but not when "focusing on herself'. Note top that 
the husband was perceived as double-binding, i.e. giving contradictory 
Interpersonal messages' (coefficient of internal consistency -.326) . 
Figure 10 ORD 4 sunmiary of Subject 3.62 B9|s interpersonal history . 

, with measures of complementarity (tiepreticai^^^ domains 

/ have similar symbols and are connected by -a. line) . Note that her . 
husband, became less controlling and more friendly over the ten. weeks . 
of therapy even though he refused to participate in therapy. , 

> Figure 11 - ORD 4 summary of Subject 302.B9's interpersonal history. , 
Note that her husband exerted about as much power as; h^ mother but 
was. much -le3S 'friendly at the-^lme the ratings were made. 

\ Figure 12 - ORD 4 summary of Subject 304 B9*s Interpersonal History. 
Note that she reports extreme friendliness in every Xjating. Relation- 
ships are differentiated only on the. power dimension. , - \ ; - 

NOTE: Figure 1, "Structural Analysis of Social Behaivior (SASB) , c ' 1979, William 
Alanson White Psychiatric Foundation, is. copyrighted and not 
available for reproduction. ^ 



rigure 13 - OKD 4 sucsaary of Subject. 311 B9*s interpersoni^ history, " - 
Noije tliat'-tlie mother '^s attack vas aloaost ie>:actly counterbalanced by * 
Subject 311 B9's second ?pounse's affiliation^ and^^ this vas reflected^ 
;±n a ;(nevly formed) positive self -concept* Subject 311 B9 vas no - ' 
longer a patient-and had divorced a spouse who vTas similar to her^mother. 
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SASB Descr ipt ion of "Comnon" Roles , 

- Forgetful 
Neglectful 

r>TStracter 

Don^ t Coiint on Me 

; . ' Attacking - 

;..;,\Ripping Off 

Punishing Others 

Nahipulator > 



§ 

o 



u 




^ You* re Not OK 

Blamer 

• ■ . «■ 

Bossing others 



agendas, scripts 

Do your own thing. 
I hear you . 

I understand 

You're OK 

Warm^. 
Loving 

Helper 
Rescuer \ 
Wise one 

Sugar Daddy 
"Jewish moimna*' 



. .Defiant 
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. '■. , ■ . Figure ; 5 - Maps of Subject 362 B9's Husband '(to types of focus) and ' ; 

•of herself 'in relation to him, (both- types of focus).' Uote t^t ^e, 
■ • saw hia as (giite controlling^- rejecting and withdrawn whereas she.'was 
, submissive and ;^thdrawn. She also was very friendly .and "together"^ 

when fo.cusing oahli, ' ■ :,V■■;'■■^.:.^;^, 



MM- 



.. PEHSON ftATES SUF 



THE SCORE 30 IS JIEDIAH 

vCHAtT PRlNTS ALL SCORES A80VE hED START UlTH 40., > 

. 0« ID' ' • ■ , 

•, . '. 10* *• .60 LET POTENTIAL UNFOU 
if , ' " NEGLECT- OPTIONS • ■ 60« * « 40 LET SELF 10 IT.CONflDEN 

.20« ' *. • 5,0 B^ANCED Saf ACtEPTANC 

NEGLECT OWN POTENTIAL 40* *• • 40 EXPLORE,, HONOR INNER SEL 

• : UNCEflNED.UNItNOtfN SELF 70» . * » AG INTFCRATED.SOLIO COJ?E 

' ... ' .10* .■ • 30 

10* • . • 30 • , . 

, ■ 0* ^ * '0 ■ '■■ 

" ■. . , * ***** * * » i^* * * i * * * * '* '0 

,. . ■ '0* .' ». t 30 . 

. ORAiNt 0V.£R8URI)£N SELF 40* % * 30 , 

■ . : . ' • 10* » •60 PROTECT SELF 

CECEIVE, DIVERT SELF 60* ' » * 70 EXAMINE, ANALTSE SELF 

20* ' * 50 PRACTICE.BE ACCOHPLISKE'; 

■'OOUnT, PUT SELF 00«N ' 80* ; • * 50 SELF PAHPEfi,INOULGE 
RESTRAIN, HOLD SELF BACK 60* • « 20 

V ' 20* 50 FORCE SPECIFIED IDENTIT 

■ .'. ' - 20*. 

yEIGHTEO. AFFILIATION SCORE « 26» , 
WEIGHTED AUTONOM SCORE « -T*. 



pfsscN sur . 
1.;-: ■ 

■ ,U ■ 



■■ .vj 
• • . 

,h 
. .JJ 
• -.1- 

•..-.iJ 



%7. ■ ■ , 









CO 




• 


Q 






•H 


rl 




4J 






CD 






U 






4J 


H 
•H • 




0 






Q) 






•n 


CO 




0 
























ri 










\ 


U 






0 








0 






}^ 






, a. ■ 




0 




fi 


(0 




0 


ft 






"a: 




to 


■• M 






















0 


0 




, 0 








a 












:ft 






u 




u 


C 




.0) 


0 




























iJ 




0 




f 




0 


(0. 


4J 




0) 


CO 


0 


H. 


0 


Si 


0* 






ft 








c 








H 








ft 


o 






H 








H 




U 




0 






■ Q) 


■ «■ 




•n 


U 








u 


. 0 




•3 


W: 




• ,00 






■, -H 


. »w- 






■ 0* 





'0 2 4 c , f 10 U' U If 1{. iO 2i 24 ?t 2t!'30 32 34 



• luO 14 15,.4-24V2i'.-4.in 13 V U' c-2.2-27-22-27 ■ 4 31 0 21 4-?7-22-^7-2'^ 0 12 V 13-10 -4:28.24 1 15 14 
•CORWUIIOft PETuJeb'UC twVE-AW.'Z Xufiif -> .OW , i .;.» 



mwjk itiNii 



' Q« « « 0 ' . 
lOkCn- ■ ' '. - . 40* • * 40 too (AM AD tl Mk( 
JO" ■ ■ 10 

iuo(*i(al iknuiiM ftO* • • 10 

AI*A)lOC}k,L(AVi in iUlCM 40* • * 10 

SlAiyrtUi Ogl \ so* • 'ID 
ucif PW)S,ii(iCCi «o* • # 40 lamt niicoHf 
10 • t . t t u 

fu«li»,i*« «0- • • 60 PPOUCI,fiA» Uf. 

iUOSUOLAlK ■ 70* . « "70 CONSItuCtlvC SIMUIAU 

Vul pO«fc|ACI Jo^ilOr . «• • • 0 

. iniiuJUSiDU.muKi ao» • • 50 njfcuoiiiii MunoMiHi ■ 

niiiAU.CbkOOl «0« 

4.Ui*tlMiniUllON'iCpl( • Hit 
viltolU AUlOikMr scon • *10)f 



.MlSCk MKS Self <l( UlH(i tx) 
1UA9 ^ 

(Mil n\\\\ All S(OA{S Mgvi MlU^n iWt 20 

' ■ ^ ■ '■ o* 

: ■ ' - 0" 

■ ■ ■ . ' M» 

•1* 

o« 

»[iuDriiivui,niuui ' 20* - 

■ . 0« 

' 10' ' 



■•V . 
' -r. ■' 

, « 9M0U tA» >o j.rn« 

• .I- , ■•■ • 

.> 90 IIHkOH mnOK.llUCN 

I 9(] \m (RfAlNK UIBtftSlAk 
' \ • -'I 
. t 10 

• -1 * 

4 4 • f « 4 t 4 t 0 

'4 Iw IIUMir IkVlK 

' "50 S(«Sllll AkAlTSI) v 

• 0 ' ■ 

■■■ r ■ . 4P 

• 10 ' 
* 0 ' 



«lfi*IJP *"UIA1J0Ii $COIl • 74. 
UUdtllP AUIOHOHT Scots » 



* , - Or 99 MEfCt tO^£ ANa.W- 
(0 Oku StMAK WT 90* • * 99 O^H lOtNnil.SIAHDARDS . . 
M« « • 99 ASStkl Ok'Ottti 
«Aii-OF|,liOMhCL0SE 50* • • ?0' . 

AVbiD iMttjtn' ACiivims ftO* • \ • . 0 ' r ^ 

\ nOHtOMinttHl auCIIOK iO« • • 40 CLCAU! OMHS 

, /■ , ' 0* ■■• • V' so 

^ Qi « • i • 4 • 1 1 • t • t 4 • t ■ • 0 

. 0* . Jffl (Oaoy,nAii»'AiH coniACi 



' 0- 



0« 



«U(Httl i^UlONfiJii SCOIC;*" 11 If 



0« • ■ • * 10".' 

.B0«- • •;. 0 
■ 0« • * 0: 

OvKi '0 ■ '^ ., 



WAll.aAMliil 
SAChlUCC 
AMiAStiSCUlll 

;.;uHCOHps(NCkotiifi,i6iia ^' to 



t AHAiNlllC (OMllANCi iO« 
• m IBllOil.lUll5,flOF<l' ; ' '99* 
^, mL0,$U.MT.6lVf U :; .-90 




• 0 • ' . * 

^' • '0 : 
•* -1 , . , . . • • 

' • 10 . . 

' • -1 ' • 

t 80 (NiHUSlAiTU SnOtitlfi 
' « 20 l(LAt,/lOV,(MjOl 

. , • 10 

4 4 • 4 • 4 t t • 10 ■ 

rO rOU0i^,RA>ii.TAjli COkUCT 
' • i&O A(((n.CAflkUiU( 
30 A?K,l<u$I«COukT On " , 

• ; 99 ACC''MH*S«ll" ' 
4' 90 '1AA( JhillliLCAn.MOK ' V ' 
99 CUW.ICPIO 
.t go MMfi.OVHCOWOU ' ' 

« 90 suMfiitr'Uio iiou 



ERJC 



, Hgiire 7 -Maps' of :Siiject id. A^^^b'va^hcs^oT 316 B9) rating^ . 
" 'his'father (both )^^ x^:im^js:^^^ ^^^'^'^^^ 

(both types of focus)..-irote the father focused mostly. on other and: . 

Subject n-6-l9 complemented, this .with focus mostly, on hiaself. . : .< 
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Figure 8 - The. weights used in .computing th-e affiliation and autonomy 
scores in ORD 2. Affil-^tion weights are max2inal around the aff ilia- 
tive pole and minimal around the disaff iliative- pp^^ Autonomy weights 
are naxljiial around the autonoray pole and minlinal around the. Interdepen- 
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.CORRELATION BETWEEN LAG l^iRVE AND, .2 <uRvi Figure .9 - LAG :Oumt testing the-inteml consistency 'of the ratings. 

■ ■ ; ; ■ ■ napped in Figure 'S. Note that Subj ect 362 B9, was very, integrated uHen 
^• / . focusing, on her husband but not when'f^^^ 
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Figure 10 - ORD 4 siimmary of Subject 362 B9's interpersonal history 

■ .... 
vith measures* of complementarity (theoretically complementary domains 

have simila:r symbols and are connected by a line). Note that her 

husband beccune less controlling and more friendly over the ten weeks 

of therapy even though he refused to participate in :therapy. 
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FlStire 11 -' ORD 4 suomary of Subject 302 B9's interpersonal' history. 
Note that her husband exerted about as much power as her mother ' but 
was ouch less friendly at the. time the- ratings were made '. , v' ^ 
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rigure 12 ^ ORD 4 sxxmmary of Subject '304 B9's Interpersonal History. 
Note that she reports extreme friendliness in every rating • Relation- 
^'ships are differentiated only on the power 'dimension • 
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Figure- 13 - ORD A Smnmarv-'of Sub-^PCt! 311 BQ'a -f wfprp<>T-«;r.na1 >|-Tef^nry 

Note that the^other's attack was almost exactly counterbalanced by ' 
.Subject 311 B9's second""^spounse ' s affiliation, and this was . reflected 
in a (newly formed), positive self -concept. Subject 311 B9 was no 
longer a; patient and had divorced a spouse who was simliar to her ..mother. 

, ■•■ ■ ■ ■'10.0:.— ■■■ ^ '• 
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38. 



output'.. More definitive norms will be forthcoming. Presently, tiumr 
bers generated by the programs can be used by researchers to define' 
betveen-subject and between^group comparisons in terms of "dynamic"/ 
clinical concepts. Perhaps more Importantly, the output generated 

T 

by pRD 2 can be discussed with patients to facilitate their under- 
standing of connections betweeiiHt^ldhood and adult social experiences; 
of complementarity in relationship; of some basic dimensions involved . 
in seemingly infinitely complex interpersonal transactions; and of 

■ ^ ' : ■ ' V- . . ■ • ^ . 

^alternative ways of r.elating . The map^ are understood" intuitively;'. ' . 

• • . . ' -» ■ ft -If. * ■ . 

by nearly' everyone, and a frequent response, (of ten a?Pter having expressed 
igrave reservations about 'computers) is: "Now, . I see . I had no idea 
so much was going to come out of those "quesftionnaires. " In addition 
to facilitating therapy and therapeutic planning, and measuring 
effectiveness of therapy, the data are also useful in chartkeeping 



and in interpersonal diagnosis (see McLemore and Benj.amii^^^jm press). 



ERIC 



-Table -ieg pnds — ' .-, 



Table 1 r Simplified version of the SASB mo^rfT^along vith question- 
naire items more fully describing each chart point. The center sec- 
tion of this table Is from a figure in "Struct?xral Analysis of 
Differentiation Failure*'. The questionnaire items are arranged in 
a different foxma^ in the Appendix of that piper I In Psychiatry, 
Journal for .the Study of Interpersonal Process , copyright . 1979 . ^ 



by the William Alanson Whl^e ^psychiatric Foundation. Fl"gure and 
Items are reprinted by permission's 

Table 2 - Key'' to interpreting interpersonal aspects of output from 



ORD 2 (Figures 3, 5, 7) and OKdU (Figures 10, 11, 12, 13).' . 

'Table a - Variables defined by CORONY and ^ome illustrative results* 

CORONY provides measures of complementarity, slAilarityand measures 

#■ ■ ■ , * 

inter-observed (e.g. husband-vif e) agreement about , perceptions. 

Table 4 - Some average "Wl thin-subject discrepancy scores^ (lengths* * 

of lines. such; as those dra\m lii Figures 10, 11, 12, 13). . 



NOTE: Table 1/ "Questionnaire Items and Specified Version of SASB/' 

by William Alanson White Psychiatric Foundation, is copyrighted 1979, 
and is not available for reproduction. - ' * ' 
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T " , Appendix IV - continued . 

; " • 1978 Forms . 

Coe£flciehts of Internal • Consistency 
defined* in section headed Autocorrelation Patterns . 



FOCUS ON OTHER 



ON'iSEI^' 



Ratings of Significaiit Other (He/she) ^ 



1978. .N = 9 ' 

; :i97S . N . = .14; 

. 197a---fl =i 239 
1976 N = 8 . 

' 1976^^ N = 40 
1976 N ^ 29' 

< 197^ N = -27 



Psychiatric Males. 
Psychiatric Females 
Elderly Women. " ; 
Psychiatric Males . 
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Medical Student Females 



> 




.67. (.290" * ^ 
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. Psychiatric Males ^ 
Psychiatric Females 
Elderly Women_^ .r : ^ 
Psychiatric Mal*« 



1978 


N 




9 


1978 


N 




15 


1978 


'.N' 




239 










1976 


•.N 




8 








1976 


N 




41 


i976 


- N 




29 


.1976 


N 




27 




■ . . . \ 

Mfedical Student "Females. 



Ratip^s 


of 'Self ^ 






INTROJECT; . 




• . 


; « 1978' 


. 9 .. ■ 


' ^ Psychiatric Males , ■ 




..71 (.44)' 






' 1978* 


N.= 15 ^ 


Psychiatric Females ■ ^ 




"V .88(.18.) : 






.Ji°ni 


N .. = 8 ■ 


Psychiatric Males . ' 




' ;81(.19)- 






1976 
[. . '1976- 


-N =_49 


"Psychiatric Finales *- ^ 




.69(.38) 






■■N' ■■= .29 , 


' '■ ■ ■ ■. ' 
Medical Student Mares. 




.87(.24) 






1976 


N- = 27 . ■ 


, Medical Student Females 




.89 (.22) 







•2^ . 



SERIES A 

MOTHER RATES CHILD fHe/She)- FOCUS ON OTHER 



120 r 



AFFILIATION- / 

STO DEVIATION IN PARENS 



son • 
0—0 daughter 




MOTHER RATES CHILD (He/She)- FOCUS ON. < 

' STD DEVIATION IN PARENS 



O-^ — O doughter 



60 



50H 

^-.K 20 
■ ?i."^-l"00 



- — o 
OO 

_j d:-20 
o 



. M.0O 

La 90 



(22) 

I 



Lu 

li- 70 
bJ 

O .60 
N 

o: 40 



MOTHER rB"ES CHILD ;(He/She)-FOCUS ON OTHER 
'INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 
STD DEVIATJON IN 'PARENS ^ 



(96) 




son . 



I M^-r .n;355/ C32). 



C52) 






(.26) C^) . ^---^O- 



A<3E p<.OOI 



xxxx'- cr c: c: 

t:t»-»^ < < < 

Z^ZZ- UJ UJ tu 

'^Ooo >- > > 



CM fO 
I I I CM 



c: 
. < 

UJ 

■> 

I 

to 



cr 

■< 

UJ 

. >- ■ 



CO 

<t 
> 

JO 

T 
o 



>-• ' 



■AGE GROUP 



170 
160 h 



9 140. 
< 130 
7=! 120 
li; 110 
lOO 
90 
80 



SERIES A 

MOTHER RATES CHILD - FOCUS ON SELF, (He/She) 
; - AFFILIATION * . ' son 

AGE P»<.OI, ' 




(50) 




o 
o 

5 50 
< 

30 

5'° 



MOTHER RATES^' CHILD- FOCUS ON SELR* (He/She) 

.- AUTONOMY* ; a— «5on''- 
-* * O—^ daughter ' 

. ■ * S£XxA'GE;.p<.05 



, : • (45) ' 

' . (20) 
<34)(37)\^0^(2p/ \- 




X CD' 20 129) 



/.MOTHER RATES ^CHILD - FOC|IS Qftf SELF fHe/She) . 

INTERNAL CONS^STEifSY^^^ ^^^^ " ' 



(-06) 




cftViirtw CO <n c/) 



< <" < 

UJ - Ul^ US 
— >- 5- ->v 



O 



..AGE (?ROUP 



el 



SrATES SELF RE CH,LD-FOCUSON OTHERM.) 

AFFILIATION 0 — o 
■ STO DEVIATION IN PARENS ' 





MOTHER^RAtES -SELF RE CHIUD-FPCUS ON OTHER (0: . 

• AUTONOMY 

STD DEVIATION IN PARENS 




. • Oi.oo 



MO-nifi RATES SELF :RE.CH1LD-F0CUS ON OTH^R (D 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY , m'san. 
STD DEVIAtiori IN PARENS O-^ dou^hter 



(OnC05/(^531,,,, (OI^COO ..(.03) ■ ' — 



(.00' 
1031 




•AGE-GR( 



ll. 
It 

< 



160 
I50r 
140 

f3q 

120 



SERIESB- . - . X 

MOTHER RATES SELF -^E CHILD-FOCUS ON SELF (I) 

AFFILIATION 
STO DEVIATION. IN, PARENS ■ 



son 

"O — O daughter. 



1- 05) - 

(28) 

(44), 
|33)! 



• . . " (31) 



AGE p< .025 

'- 'J 



no iz6) 
Yoo^'^s) ' 




CO 

o 
o 

O ^ 
H CO 

tiJ 
h- 

o 



70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 



MOTHER RATES SELF RE CHILD-FOCUS ON SELF (I) 

-AUTOKOMY •: . • . 
--' ■• STD DEVIATION IN PARENS 



(25) 




son 

O; — O daughter 



(24) 



Gmmh ■ P (2!r--<v(l9) (26 

X/ ^ / ^ O' (31 

_ G . . (18 - 




0 (32) (20) 
(2- 



27) 




R RATES SELF RE CHILD-FOCUS ON SELT- (I) 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY * , ' 



STD DEVIATION IN PARENS' 



son 

<p——0 daughter 

(.19) " .. ' '(-OS) 

(JO) . .. ^-o^) 




Appendix 71, / . ^ ' 

. ^ Pevelopmental Trends as Described by SASB ' 

— ^-:---One-hundre<i - seven-l^oth^^ 
oldest child and -'64 rated their youngest child -whether or nof /tjie. 

. designated child vas the one/who had heei^hirought to the clinic ; 
The total -sample of 171 cohsisted of 92 inaJ^s- and ;79 f females; ratings 

•were completed ^t, home an^d "returned Sixty percent of the 

qipstionnaires distributed vere returned completed, . sometimes 

^following a reminding phone call- The average family size vas 2^6" 
chxldrjen and 79 percent of the sample cane from a Igrge pediatric out- 
patient clinic af f iliatieti' with a CatBblic hospital serving a vepr broad 
rangeof socio-economic levels. Twenty-one percent of the sample 
esse from a Family Health Service affiliated vith the University, 
of Wisconsin and consisted of undergraduate and graduate student 
parents." Childrenj ranged in age from 0 to 21 years and before con- 
ducting the data aAalysis the sample vas divided into 11 age groups. 
Heasurements. vere examined at closer intervals in the younger i age 
groups iSian in the older ones because physical and social change is 
pfesumed to occur much more rapidly in the early years. The alt^- 
cation- vas Group 1, age 0 to 5 months, N = 17; Group 2, age 6 to 11 
months, N = 16; Group ^^2- to- 1? months, N '= 11; Group 4, age 18. " . . 



to 23 months, N = 12; Group 5, . age .2 years, K == 23; Group 6-, age S" 
-years, N ='19;' Group' 7, age-A years, N = 9; Group?.8, ag'e 5 and 6 
yekrs,'N-^21; Group 9, • age 7, 8 and- 9 years, N.^ 15; Group .10, age - 
10 through 13 years, ^ = 13; Group 11, age-14 through 21 years, N = 13. 



VI-2 



Questionnaires v; . 

>.•■■.■■■■■'.■/ 
«' ' * ■ ■ . ' 

Series A and B , of the long-form questionnaires based on the 
orlginal model CBenjattln^^l974) were used. S^ies A measured the ^ i .. * ' 

Viaotker^s perception o| the child's parentlike, focus on other C36^ >^^^ • • ' ^ 
items) and childlike, focus on self (36 items), hehavior. Each of 
the * 72 items corresponded to one point on the^^terperscnal sur- V 
faQes of. the model; no measures 'cere made in terms of the intra.'-; 
psychic'or introject surface.- Series B consisted Of the same 

items except, they were reworded to measure the mother's perception . . - • A. 

. ' ■ - ■ . ' .... 

of hftb own behaviors in relation to the child. For both: Series 

^^^^ 

A and Series B 'the mother gave an indication of applicability *^ 

assignir;^^ score' of 0-100 with anchor points at 0*«^ NOT AT ALL, 

NEVER, 50 « MODERATELY, SOMETIMES and 100 ALWAYS,- PERFECTLY. ' ; . 

The long-form questionnaire has since been greatly shortened and v 

four-times revised, so results will be presented ^ terms, of key. / 

phrares.from the long items and those phrases vill be related to 

the newer model presented in Figure !• For example, the long form 

item fox the original chart point 147 re^d: r^My (son) (daughter) " ; 

Interrupts me^ barges in on me any time he pleases. He always wants 

to know what I 'm doing and why, both when he is with me and when he 

is away from me"* This— ^em is reported in the present paper in ' 

^ ^- ■ ' >■., ■ ■ . ■ • 

terms of the key phrases: "Interrupts, keeps track". In the new 

• *■ * ' ' ' ■ . . . 

model presented in Figuri| 1, the revision of this item measures 

pqant 137 because factor analyses of the old forms placed it on " % , 



the hostile side of the dominance pole. 



. VI-3 



Statistical Analysis > , / • 

^Each Item from 'both: Series. A (©others rating chlWrea) and^ . 

. Series "^B * fee ti^rs rating' them3elves in relation to.-clfildr enl" vase * . 

: • JZ:.;.:: ^ : ..L„ ;r ^ ._ *„J:U . 

analysed in terms of a sex by age unequal N :a^M.ysls* of vai^jaiic^e ; _ 
|Canova)* This allowed ide^ti^fication of aevelojmiental trends,' of 
betveen-sex differences, andy.:of ^iiff the sexes in 
derelo^ental cfc^ng^ Cl.€f. . the sex by age libera 



yoiingest-oldest dimension vas Ignored becau^ the sample; ^size did liot 
t-urh out to be sufficiently large to justify further subdivi-- 

slon. In addition to item by item sex by age analysis, an/anova vas 
performed on weighted affiliation and weighted autonomy sx^es for 
, the parentlike and childlike items £rom both Series A and Setles fe. 
Affiliation and autonomy scores represent *a weighted average of 
all. the ratingfe corresponding to a given surface of the "model. The 

weighted affiliation score jgives large positive vreights f or points 

' ■ ■ ■ ■ . " ■ ' 

which are close to the affiliation pole and assigns progressively 

lesse\ weights as. distance from the aff illative pole is increased"^ 

Affiliation weights are negative on the left-hand side of the model 

and^become more so* as the disaff illative pole is approached. Each 

item score is multiplied by ^these affiliation weights and the sum of 

the resulting products is**a single numerical statement of the 

strength of .the affiliation component/of all the ratings describing 

*' . ■ ■■ • . ' • \ ^ . ■ ■ ■ . ■ ^ 

'. ' - , ■ ■ ' ' ' ■ " " '* '■. ^' ' . ' ■ ' ' ■ ' ■ ■ . , • 

a given surface of the model/ As^ such, th^y represent a statement 

of the degree of friendliness of a specific group of items. Weighted 

autonomy scores follow the same lo^c except the weights -are oriented 



axoiind ti]b.e ve^^ ^? items ^, 

^i^ifelg points near ^ antpnomy poll^nd; ^ ' , 

"fix^'irms' sainpliiig"pointS"iiear-t:he^^^' • — The- 

weighted autonomy scores' provide an estimate of the degree to- 
** vhich' tatl^ were more on the. autonomy or on tlie dominance-sub- 
" miBsiidii^sidfe of the horizontal axis of the surface In question, 

- . ^ - l^esults are pre;Betited in terms of the age by sex: organization 
specif led by the anov'ai Additional .analyseis are introdueed and.^ 
•• explained in the contexts . in vhlch they appear, 

■ ' ■ .. ^ ■ ■ '■ ■ : ' .. . ■.-■'^;a;., " .: - 

■ ' ■ Results \ '. v 

■ . .^^ ^ .. ■ ■ . "^^^ -.' 

Age Trends Children , • 

Accord'iag to the anova of the 72 Series A items corresponding 
to the parentl^e and childlike surfaces of Figure 1, 34 points showed^ 
significant differences between age groups at the ,05^ level or better* 
To organize 34 significant Fs in a' way which can be regarded as a 
, • relatively conservative statement of developmental* trends, it was 

decided to add another restriction to the Identification of ;slgnl- . 
f leant developmental trends. To be reported, items must nort: only, 
have shown significant age differenceis by ^ anova but they^must- 
also have sho^ significant .(p'^-OS^jor better) age differences by -^ '^ 
/ the more conservative non^parametrlc ext.ended median test CSlegel, 
\ ■ ■. y 1956) . The latter procedure makes no ^-a&sumptions about the Under- 

■ . : • ■ . , . • , ■ _ ■ - ^ • ■ ^. ■ • ; ■ ^ ■ _ I> . , . .• 

\ lying distribution. Identifies the median rating on a given item for 
all 171 children, and then^presents for each. age. group the percen* 

' ■ . : ^\~y:'-^^-^. ' • ^ jt\ . • 

^ tage of individuals which received an above-median rating^. If 
. the differences between age groups were significant by this test, i 



Lt- showed 'that, relatively speaking, some age .groups- got higher . - ' . 
scores on. the item/ ixi^ quest ion '..than did pther. age groiipS*^ The 
above-n^^^ test h^s J:he^additlonal advatit^^ defining relative 




salience -ox. socially iindesireable or e2o"--alien Beha^^ors more . '^^i 
clearly than does a siinple presentation of the meaja . ratings associa^— ;. 
ted vith the anova. , ^To illustrate i • mother SL?vere/^sioed« t ■ rate : . ^ V ; 
• tUeiDis.elves and their children on "negatiye**^ itms^ Cfhild - 

-says to Tne> scram, go avay"; '^y child says he hates me", , It Is . 



to he expected that in a normal sample §|ich\itbns vill recelyei!^ quite . 
low endorsements on the average, but the above^-me^ia^test;'^^ 
clearly reveal specific age groups for. vhich endorsement wais rela-> 
tively greater. ■ ^ , 

The more consenrative above-median test revealed that 21 of th?^ 72 
; items had signif icant age group diff^ences, and'^'20 of these were 
also significant by the aiiova. The introduction of the restriction 
that anova findings "also be signif leant yby the above-median tiest re- 
* duced- the number of significant findings from 34 to 20 andvwas, as ^ \ 
expected, a conservative step'. Items meeting both thiese require- 
ments were then arranged in subgroups according to similarity of ■ 



curve, shapes, i.e. developmental- trends. Five, such subgroups ve^re 



. identified: Ql) Items showing a:r generally invert^ II-shape"wlth« a - 

leftward ^kew;^.(2) Items shewing a progressive decline -In endorse* 
. meat with an incr^se* in age; - (3)- Items showing^ a pragresslye ascent, 
in^ endorsement from birth thrbugh adolescence; (4) Items showing a 



sharp peaking'in^tte'^age r^e'i^^ sharply' 
therciaf ter« cti]^ to begin, to reasce^^ ttLcoush adolescence; C5) Items 

VpMldng at age 3 but' dipping ; /^ v^. . 

' . ^ "'" " "V -"^ •■ ' '^"^ 

-7-7^ pr esen^-tHese-id^velopmen tal- .tr en^ 

the. Series A rajtlij^'s "of chil^reiiV* - The Figures, lis^ • jkey phrases from 



InseiM; Figureii Vl-rl'and J7Ir2- about 'he^e ^ 



' the long-form items at tually rated. Inspection of Figures VI-1 and 
. : yi-2 reveals that each of the five groups of curves describes inter-r 
personai postures \^ch seem to be related. As a result it is pos— 
sible to name the five subgroups of Items vhich vere defiiaj^ on the , 
basis of curv^ shape in terms of familiar psychiatric concepts. The 
first group ii\cludes items showing a progressive increase from birth 

:^ through year 1^'or 2, and consists of, Items vith key phrases such as: 

^ . ■ ' - \ ■ . ' -^^^ V.- 

hugs, tender touch; smiles, vamr-wiel come; understands, accepts me;. 

' follows, 'clings, bufes. These behaviors are very, affiliative and in- 

- / volve child's active^focusing on the^mother-; the behaviors described 

teijuire sbme time to develop, reach a maxlmm in early childhood and 

resemble Bcwlby'^ (1969) attachment phases 2 and 3. This group ±s 

■ ' ■ ■ ■ - \ ■ ..^<r . . . " 

named active attachment • > 

- . - V. ^ ■ ;* -\ . ^ . • ' ■. 

The second gt^up includes items starting with a Relatively, 
high degree of endorsement,, then showing -progressive decreases with, 
age and includes ^ey phrases such as joyfully accepts; trusts, ^. 
counts on; ii^^almed, refreshed by me; picks uf> my mood, ways; has 



, a varm response to,32e,\llkes) xoe. This cluster of items is algo very ^ 
af f iiiative *but icvolves the chjfid focusing on hlja/herself . In rela- - 
' t ion ^o*" the mother and appears in' the- childlike region of friendly 
..iyis^^ 1> r^lhergrbup .corresponds .Lto_..the_^_^^^^ tive . 

dependency and trust descpihed by jthe analytic litera.ture (Jl^ 
: 1959») :'and' is nacied "reci^tive attac 

.The; third- gTou^^ncludes items sTtiowing a .progressive increase 
from *.?ir.th thrptigh adolescence . includes items vitb key phrases : , , . 
excludj^s me, . tells others; .is- sensible, clear,. These appear .to 
'describe differentiated Vd'ult-iike ego fxi^ctio< in relation to the ^. 
mother. ■ ' : . , ^ - * 



: The fourth jgroup includes^ peaking at 18 to 23. months (group 



4 entered ^in Fig^e VI-T at the point, labeled age 1) drop|3ring there- 
after, and then gradually reascending through adolescence. This 
group includes items vith key phrases:^ shouts, ridicules^ mocks; s^s^ 
do not touch me; goes his/her oxm ray; says I ''Should go r::4way 
' /|This group resembles ^hostile, oppositional behaviors' recognized in^ 
'^development ages and stages literatixre (e.g. Ilg^ and Ames, 
1955, pp. 22-24); and interpreted by analytic theorists such as 
^hler (1968, pp 18-23) as being, critical to the processf^f differ en- 
. '^iation or 'separation from the mother. They also relate to tl^^ 
; struggle of autquomy mentioned. ^by^ EriksOjy^or. thx^^:^proxjffaxe age 



. range. MahleTj^^ both mention the recurrence (of such nega- 

\t4-'^is.tic behaviors again in. adolescence as* esjsential to .:K)e forma- 
;tl6n of a'dult identity, pfhis group of items, is name^^dlsaf f ilia^^ 
independences. V v 



. . The fifth group includes itema ^peaking « "age^3 ;and dif>ping sharply 
at age A is shown- in Figure VI-2. Key phrasps axe: shares, shows 
self confirms, encourages; protect^* keeps 'company; supports, hack 
me up i - These behaviors can be reasonably^related ^to interpersonal o? ; I 
- jaisi^C'ts: of the^^^ O becocie salient around -^ge-S-as^-^^^^^^^^-^^ 

well as to Mahler's (1968\-^p .23-24^ description, of ^the.r^ 
between mother and ^hildV The very friendly behaviors described by this 

. * " ' ■ ' ' ^ ■ : \ ■ • " . *• . 

-grpup -Involve fireus, -an^ influence on the mother and are classified in 
. the- parentlike section of Figure 1. An Src^ptioib is> the item with Icey^ . 
phrases ^shares, shows self ; thffe item involves : f ocu^ "on the self and^ 
does no t involve any dominance .. Interestingly , this .one . item does not 
exactl^;^ fit the pattern of theVgr|)up in-that it actually peaks much earjLi 
It Is reasonable that parentllkfefx focusing on 'the mother, i^e*. decreased 
focus on the' self would follow tlie separation^ from her. at 18—23 months i 
-Behaviors ^)M;^trM by mothers^ to determine whapz 'they had 

in mind when endorsing this group of items Included off ering-^her a * 
Kleenex if she was crying, giving her hugs and kisses if she seiemed. 
sad,- bringing her a ^cookie ip >fehe was ii;L. This .group" is named loving • 
caretaker. Other such evidence that su61i you^g; bhild»en can in fact 
show such empathic behavior has been recently reportpc by Bprke' 

(1971, 1975). • ' . • ' 

An'ovas of the weighted - affiliation' and weighted autonomy scores . 



showed a significant difference between age groups In parentlike auto- 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ \ . ':l ■ ■ ' ' y 

ndmy^cbres. There was a rather orderly increase between, successive/ . 

agetooiips in^the. tendency for children to allow the^r mothers to have^ 



.-J 



VI-9 



more^^ autonomy. Average weighted autonomy scores vere negative^ onl^' 
.for%he first year of life (groups 1 and 2) and this suggests -that 
gen.eral • control of ^he mother *s tltaeV space and supplies -did exist, for 
that period of timc^ 'Anova also revealed rhat the velghted affifia- 



tlon scores for the ...ctlldldke domain 'described by Figure. 1. showed- . v, 
.significaht^lffereaces between age .groups. The trend here was to 
start at ^a.very^ .high level for the youngest age group and progressively 
drop, although., weighted Affiliation '.remained quite high even through 
■ the adolescent - group. would suggest . there is a very strong - 

.generaliced attachment by children to mothers which drops somewhat ^ 
with increasing age. 
Age Trendsr- Mothers 

..The anova of Seii-les'^B/ mothers rating .themselves in relation to, 
their cbiljiren, revealed 28 items wi^ ^ifference^slgniflcant -dt the * 
. 05. level dr better for the age dimension. The abbve-%edian^test . - 
showed 12 It ass having slgniWcant differences between age gx-ou^ and. . - 
9 of these had significant ;dlfferfeiices^by4)0th tlje a^iova and the e^- ■ 
tended median ^ test / The 9 are shown in Figure '4 and the first -group ^ 
paralleled the- active attachment group of ^'Figure 2.- Key phrases for 



Insert Figure VI.-3 about here 



items idiich showed the left-skeved, iriverted^U trend are: boss, in charge; 

smile, welcomer interrupJ^ keep track. ,Tvo of t^?&se items are classifieci ■ 

■ -■ ■ ■ ■ "■ ■. '■ " ■ ' ' 

neat the "dominanGe^ole of the parentlike surface of Figure 1 and the, ; 
. • . ' ■ . * * . . . ■ ' ■ ', ■ - -' '. ■ i. , ■ . ■ . ■■ . 

^ Other is near the aff iliative^^pol^. Dominance and varmth are tvjo ■ - v. . 

\ ^ ' ■■■•^ . '. ■ •■' ' ■ ■ : ^ 

variables -which have been consistently: ident;yiecl. in . the child developisent^. ' 
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literature as being critically iSiportant in imitation, identification 

• " . . . ^ * ,(.■',,■ ^ • ^ 

* ,« * .■ • . • 

and the formation of conscience (e.g. Kagan, 1958;' Hoffman, 1967) ,-5^ - - 

The.present . data suggest, then, that the child's active attachment to \ 

■ ■ ■ • ■ ■' . r : — ' .v-t 

>the piother correlates vith the mother's dominance and varmth*, i..e. 
friendly Influence • * . v • . 

~ .""One itCT from^^^^ 

A; the item involving key phrases: antic.ipate his/her every need, ^ 
started vlthl^ relatively high degree of endorsement followed by* a ^ 
progressive decrease. It vould appear that nurturance given before 
or just as the i2,eed arpjfey" paY a lTeXed the receptive attachment shbxm 
by the children; both anticipatory nurtnraUce and receptive attachment 
^ecreased with age. . ' * ' 

, - One item from'^^ries B paralleled, the third group from Series 'A - 
and involved key phrases: I treat him/her as self--suff i^ient . This 
Series B item paralleled the. children's tendexicy to exclude the mother 
and to' be sensible, clear, reasonable vhen interacting vith her. It 
vouldv appear "that there/is a progressive tendency to treat- the child 

: - - ': . \ \ ■ ■ . ■" , - 

as more fedult-like-and this is matched by a tendency to be more rational. 

vith the mother as well as 'fo turn more to peers, , ^ ' 

: • ■ .■■ ' : ■■ . / ' ' ^ ■ . * ■ ^ - ' " r ' . 

.Fotir significant items from Series B showed a unique pattern wliich 

did not parallel* any. of those from Series A. The fourth group in 

Figure VI-3 ±s qh^racteRfeed by the inverse lOf -uhitt is shown in th^ 

■ ' ■ ■ ■ ^ ^ ■• y ' \- - 

fdOWih cluster in Figure VI -1. Rathe?r ^han peaking at, 18-23^ months, 
tills group dipped; and rather than ascending tovar^ adolesce^e, thiis - 
group descended 4" , Key phrases for this group were: . I like^im/her , * - 
return hisjf her- snuggles; ^I understand, ,ac,cept. .him/her; I protect, keep 



^him/her company; I attend his/her vounds, grcom him/her. It would 
appear th^t during the times the children p.eaked in-disaff iliative 
^independence, namely 18-24 months and at adolescence, the mothers 
^sharply cut back reports of 'varm, understanding, protective behaviors 
on their part» This observation serves ^s a reminder of the. old say- 

ing that 'Hove begets love". and of ^ the more-recent research calling 

. * ':■ ' ' ' ^ " ' 

attention to* the in^ractive aspects of mother-chi^d transactions 

(e.g. Bell, 1971^ T-Ath the ^comSanying implication that causalit)^ : 

may not be assumed to al^v-ays move in the direction -mother to child. 

Anova of the veighted affiliation and attachment scores for Serie 

B gave results very similar to- Series A. It appears the mothers' 

generalized control of children wasj also maximal dirring the first 

year, suggesting that mothers controlled infants' time, .space and 

supplies as vel'l as the infants' control of mothers discussed above. 

With both members of the dyad dominating there is a maximally unstable 

nonconplementary situation according to the model and this may relate 

to freqiient reports from mothers of infants to the effect that they 

vant .to ''get out of there", to "take a break" (i.e-* fleeing is the 

antithesis of loving control). Despite this .Implied tension, mothers 

also shoved a very high level of .generalizied childlike attachment^* - 

to their children vith'a peaking^ between ag^e 6 to 17 months and a de~ 

-crease thereafter. Family therapists, dealing ^ith husbands ' feeling 

■' ' . ' . ' ■ ° , , ' » 

aff ectionally displaced by their infants will have no difficulty inter 
preting this result.- . 
Sex Diff ereiices »- Children . ' • 

- * », 

Significant ^ex differences revealed by* the anovas £>f items and 

• '[ , . ^ . ' • . \ * , 

veighted scores are, displayed in Table VI-l." InspecticAi of 'the Series 

» ^ • ^ ■ ,\ > . - 

A part of the~^Bl£--sbows t^iat^ all^ t^fee items^fcr which^the males 



/ . ■ / ^ • ■ VI-12 

received significantly greater rat;Lngs had to 'do with indep<drxdence from* 



/ 



7 Insert .Table VI -1 about here (J^ ' ^ . 

■ I . ^ , • ^ ^ \ w . ... 

/ the mother. Males were reported as 'showing a slight but significantly ^ 
/ greater tendency to avoid ••the mother; to spend time away from her with' 
peers although they were playful wHen they were with her; and to fail to 

back tfhe mother up leaving ^her to 'solve her own problems.^ Female^ 

./ ■ ^ ' * » - 

^ - children^ by contract, were endorsed as being more '^upportive""of the 

' ' /f ^ • • 

mother; more ^couraging that she. should "dp, her own. thing"; and more 

. , - - #• 'V 

likfely to calm, kiss and caress^hetr • The findings shown for children 
in Table 1 are consistent wltli the belief in the culture and in* the 
profession that in general, normal males are more*' independent of, . 
less attached to their "mothers; normal females tend to be closer to and 
more supportive of their mothers., . 

Sex Differences - Mothers I ' - - . * _ • 

Table VI-1 also presents significant differences between thej sexe^ - 
for Series B. The mothers of males reported themselves as> having been 
tearful and lonely over the loss of ^/thei^' child and also of , having done \ 
more interrupting and keeping, tract. of Vt.e m^le children. Presumably " ... 
if the males were, showing mor^ independence it is logical ' that .the 
mothers would have found themselves^d^ing more tracking of them and more" 
responding to the loss of their ^presence. ^ In relatiotr--to--temale. 



t 



children^ mothers reported themselves as r-esppnding more xcarmly, sharing '^^^'^i^^^ — 

I . ^ ' ^.x''- ^' ^ . ' . ■ . . / . . 

/ ' ^'^ ■ ^ • 

/ more kissing and. caressing and accee^jing more help. In addition mo.thers 

* r ^ . ■ " 

acknowledged they were more de£«:sive and jum^y with their female child. 
These findings are generaiiy consistent with reports of the female 
children being closer to the mothers and more suppor^^i^ of them (e.g. 
Sears et. alv!,' 1957,' pp 401). ^ ' . . • . 
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' The Afje by Sex Interaction - Children * . . 

The age by.sez interaction for the* SeriiBS A ratings 'of children 
vas significant at the .05 levejl or better in '6 of the 72 anov^s. . The', ^ , 
- nature- of - the .^interaction- for- the'se . 6. items- vas . c6inplex,_. b.ut..vas. usually,. „ 

consistent Tcdth the pattern" shown 'in Figure 71-4;- that Figure preseiaps 

' ' ' ^ . • . ■■ , ..' . 

the tiean weighted childlike autonomy ' scores ior 'each "of the sexes at* : 

. . ; . . . ■ - 

Insert Figure VI-4 about here » * . : 



/ each age and -the Interaction ^displayed in the Figure ,vas significant at 

^ - the .05 level. Average autonomy can b6 seen/ to have been variable up to 

age 4 vith a slight tendency' fof^ males to have been less autpno^iis during, 
the preschool years. After entering elementary, schpo I, age 5;7 6, males 
' . ^ became consistently more autonomous 'than fecjales. The trend for males ^ 
tc^ be more submissive in the preschool kge range atrd mo^re autonomous " 
" ^ lat^r was' particularly clear for the item vith the key phfs.^ . "goes 'his ^ 

. own x^^y"." This phenomenon of males having been more depandcr^c at first ■ : ^ 

A P ■ • ' ' . ■ • ' ■ ' ■: ■ , ^ ■ 

and more autonomous later has also been observed in rh^us monkeys (Jensen / 

» . * » - 

"* and'Bobbit, IS'eS) . 'f • • • . " ■/ - - - 

One of the advan^ges of the model is the distinction between ^^-ubmissive- 



.«.:^''lm&s and attachment. Despite €Ke fact that manf* families teach that 
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submissiveness is Ibve ("If you loved me ycm woul^^^-^'I^pv^ "you so / 
much, I'd do anything for you")2,the-«i9(fel places them at^, right angles, 

'-\: ' - - : • , ^ / " - ■ \ : - ' ^ 

i.e. presents thein'^^orthogonal or independent. present data /on 



sex diffeir^ntfes^ illustra:$e the importance of the distinction: . sex differ-^ 
ences and sex x age. differences suggest that excessive score^. for iqales ^.^ 
have ,£o^^d^^wi±h^he interdependence or power (vertical) dimension* whereas 



-Ji'^^c^ssive scoresr^for females I&v^ to do with a'ff illative (horizontal) 
dimension. 0 . . e . * 
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A closer examination of the sex . by age interactions is provided 
by Table VI -2 vfaich pres'ents the result^ of 'isultiple t^ tests 'comparing 



_Ins^rt Table_7I-2f about- i^re^^": 



males and feaiales within each age grqiipV" Because the reversal between 
the sexes in average- yeighted' autonomy iscores occurred at the eud of 
the preschool years, the table popls agW" groups before -and after this ^ 
po int J tHus'. the table parallels .the trends^ shown- in Figure VI -A • In 

addition,. Table 2 groups the number o£ significant ts according to 

' . * ' V }. - *. , ^ . 

• ' ■ ■ ' '' 

proximity. to axes of 'the model. The 50% of the items representing' 

points closest to the horizontal axis are presented in one block, and' 

the 50% of the items representing points closer- to the vertlcial axis 

,are presented, in two blocks arranged so that the topology of Table 

Vl^Z ijs as simii^ar^as possible to the topology of Figure 1. . ' 

' Inspection of the right hand side of -Table 2*, representing the > 

^ ' ' <' " ' 

aff illative side of Figure 1 confirms the interpretation of Figure 4. 

\ • _ ^ ■ - \ ^ 

A twp-tailed sign test of the number of significantts.^omparing males 
^ . - ' ' / . . • ' ' ,^ - 

end f males shoved that in the dominance-submission region of the model, 

preschool,. males got significantly higher scores than females in 

sijgnificaiitly more 6Cthe contrast (sign test of 17:3 under the 50-50 

hypothesis). During the same^reschorrt-^ge^r^ng^^ more 

•:ontrasts (19:7) revealed females giving and taking more autonomy. 

During the elementary school age range^' this reversed, with signif ibantly 

more contrasts demonstrating males to be more'^iving and taking of^' 

autonomy in relation to their mothers (14:1). ^ • 
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On the horizontal axis, however, far more contrasts" (27:4) showed 

.■ • . • » 

--.preschool -f emales -to - be- xdore^ttached -io- their- iaothers-and, -interestingly, 
during the later elementary school age range, more contrasts showed 
females to be' more disaf f iliative (12:3) in r Nation to their, mothers . 
This would suggest that attachment is a more , dynamic issue, between 
mothers- and daughters, being relatively stronger at,* first i and thep re- 
versing, later ; by contrast, , power -inedpendence is a more dynamic issue / 
betweemnother's "and sons, there being more interdependence at first, and 
more independence later. These differences between the sexes apparently 
persist through adulthood where. one frequently encounters the female 

{wish for more' '■.7.rr:?.th and th'e male wi^E for m^e independence in intimate . 

'relationships. - . ' ' 
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""O^WeSJENDERTOUC^^^ 

Q' UNDERSTANDS, ACCEPTS 
, 'A SMILES, WELCOMES 
FOLLOWS, CimS, BUGS 



*JOYEl'L.LY.W:CEPIS.-_.. .:. 

0 TRUSTS, COUNTS ON ^ 
AjS'CALMte/REFRESHED 
n PICKS". UP MY MOOD, WAYS 
LIKES JE 




lOr 



O.I2;3 4 5-6 7-9 JO-13 14-21 '012 3 4 5-6 7-9 10-13 14-21' 



'i 



T 



lOOfi' K 

< 90 



0 EXCLUDES ME' ' 
A. SENS BLE, 'clear 




^' 10 



°^SHOUT^, RikULES, MOCKS • i 
©•SAYS DON'T TOUCH fSE 
0' GOES OWN WAY ' 
A SAYS 60 AWAY/ SCR'AM 



I 




0,1 2 3'4 >6 - 7-9 10-13 14-21 j O'l 2 3 4 5-6; 7-? 10-13 14-21 ' ' 

AGE ■ - AGE' = 



100 
90 



D -SUPPORTS IE, PITCHES IN 
b SHARES, SHOWS SEI\f ' . 

0 PROTECTS, KEEPS ME COMPANY 




100 



.Q 80 



..__„._0-..BOSS,jN....CHARG£--.- 
SMILE, WELCOME 



D INTERRUPT, KEEP TRACK • 




jOO 
"■90 



80 
70 
60 
50 

40 
30 
20 

10 



2 3 4. . 5-6""^ 
AGE 



10-13 ^'fei 



ANTICIPATE NEEDS 




"'I I ' ' ' 



0 I ^ 3 4 5-6 7-9 I0-I3'(' 14-21 

AGE 



TREAT AS SELF-iuFFIClENT 



LIKE, RETURN SNUGGLE 
0' UNDERSTAND, ACCEPT 
A PROTECT, KEEP COMPANY 
D ATTENb WOUNDS. GROOM ■ 




2 3 4 5-5!" 7-9 
AGE 



10-13 -W-Ei 0, I 2 3 4 5-6 -7-9 



AGE 



M 14-21 




5-6 

• ME' 




ildren (Series A) 



' Sex Differences 



; Ijt^em*- I^y Phrases. ' ^y::^^i 
' • Avoids Dfe ^ ' ' * . 

FUn With me and away with peers 
^jk Leave s^ doesn^t back me up 
"Supports/ pitches iii ' • — 
-^Encourages my own "thing" 
Calms, kisses / caresses me 



* ^ Male Mean 
. ' '5 
81 



-20 

32 
27 



J'emale 
> 2 
73 

. A2' 



/ 



Mean^-' 



36 
40 
38 



Mothers (Series B) 

I interrupFT^I^e^g^tjdCJir 

I am tearful/ sad, lonely 
.without him 

I respond warmly/ like 

I calm/ kisS/ caress- 

' * I accept help 

I cringe/ defend, act "jumpy" 



35 



- 14 
69 

/ 72 
42 
4 



2^ 

-9 
SO 
79 
.60 

8 



TABLE 2. \ Nu:i:bo 
. '.between 
. ■ to 



of it;(:;ii:> :'jlrowj;uj ^iiiAjnif leant u^-iiOrences^ 
males and females " grouped .according ^ ' 
proximity 'to ajies in figure 4.'. , ^ 



OSBST ' DISAF^ILI^ATIVB 
AXIS,* ' CHA-RT ;POlNTS 



PRESCHOOL 



School' ; 



PRESCHOOL 




ELEMENTARY, 
SCHOOL 



AFFILIATIVE / r 
CHART POINTS 



.05 



) , 



V ■ ■ 
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Appendix^VII - continued - 
• EXAMPLS.JFpR 3 SETS OF DATA j 
^ 1 = Standard '^complet;e series, 
2 and 3 '= miscellaneous 



, Qrun Careys. 12345, 1234556890, 2MrlOO 
program ^Seck + standard input > 

>003 ■ : . ' 



009 



.? 



petson r^tes Intro ject 



^ 108003036004, .. . ^ - ^' ' , 

S^i^ifxcBxit -other foc^^ on Gtop) and^ on him/herself (bottom) 
.072002072003 " " " * 7' 

I focus on significant 'other (top) ^ and on myself (bottbna) 
- 07206207200S ' * / 

Mother 'focused on me .(top) and on herself (bottom) / 
072002072003 ^ . . / 

I focsus on mother, (top) and on myself (bottom) / 

■ ■ ■ ' ^' ' ■ . I r / ■ « 

072002072003 - ■ ' / 

" Father, focuses on me (top) and on himself (bottom) 
072002072003 - 
■ I focus onvfaT:her* (top) and on myself (bottom) • 
072002072003 ' < 

Mother 'focuses on father (top) ' and on herself .(bottpB)/ 
072002072003 ' • • . . <<^^ ' ' ' / 

•Father focuses on mother (top) and oh himselr (bottom) 

• '^V . ^ •- . / 

0720Q2072003 



>■ 



, ..DATA CKRDS (set^l) 
-2 - - 

001 ^ ^' • ■ ; ' ■ ^ *• 

Significant Other fdcusejs on me. .(top) . aS^on him/he^rself (bottom) 

* 072002072003 
DATA CARDS (set #2) 

- -2 
• 002 

• Significant othfer focuses on me (top) and on him/herself (bottom) 
072002072003 v ;\ ! 
I focus on significant other (top) and on myself .'(b&ttpm) 

• .072002072003 * ^ . 

dAtA piRDS (set #3)' 



v: . 

V . 



Appen^x.VII? * ' ' 



y^NPUi- DECK.- '(c6nsi'at-ing] of :th^^ foajQvkng c^rc&)xj^' 

''*ij-Vone card -'^ith^ g np/dor- puiiiched in cplurrjis 1-3 , 

.-. • \fn.dica.ting tha ci: sets 6f ratings v:l^h jf ollpv;: (er.^g.. - / ' . 
00'3 - 3 • sets' of- rati^ngs) > * - *•*'•••'» 

- .-■'."■ ■2) One card '.'rith a 3 digit n-unvber punched, in- columns 1-3, --^ 

'• indicating the/# of- ratings in the first set , (Q/,g. , 009 . . ■ 

i ' - S rating? in theYfirst set) ' • ■ • . • . 

- . . .-• . . . . ■ . ■■' . " - ■ - ' ' 

- - S) Title card -f or 'th^. first rating Cfree -field) ; . ' . 

--■p card with thb nuir.be r 072-002 072003^ C.for a . 72 item 
■ , ..ing of' Surf aces 1 & 2) or 10~SQ03 0 3500_4_ (for a- 36. ■• ^ - - . 

■■ ' • ' item rating of Surface 3^ - -puncned in . columns 1-1^2 • . ' ' . 

• ' 5) Steps 3 and 4 ar'e^ repeate'd for as many 'ratings a5 are '• . 
•in the set ' ' ' • . ■ - ' ' 

• 6} D?iTv\ CAPjOS • , • ■ • . ; . - 

a) .'36 item ratings (r-ating self) are punched v?ith a ' 
3'G3>:l.0 'for:aat in coI-ojtuis 1-72: Columns 73-8 0 
> • are free fic3'^, generalXv- u|:ed for identification. .X,,. 

- , - .. - .. . purpasos . 100 is punched ' r^s' ?9 . 13o answer is punched as « 

' '' -".b) 72- item rat:;.nqs (rating others . and self in rela- ., ' ' 

■ ^; ■ tion to others) are pUJJched on 2 cards, in the • sarrve 

-.manner, as ^' the 36 item ratings. The cards must be _ , 
•■- ' : . -^iept 3 n -order v.'hen ;run , v;ith the first 3 6 items gn 

■- - ;V . ■•. .... .the. first 'card and the- last 35 items on" the second ^ * .. 

- . " ' card . . ■ ■ ^ ■ ■. ■. V- • ; * ' . 

■ " c). ^nv number cf setsVf dv.;-La cards can be run, one 

■ • ■ \^ .-^ • sgL after another. Dat:> cards for each subject, . 
. ■• . ' ■ .- hcv7evcrv must be 'in the 5r,yer specified in' stops 

... ■■ -.^ .;■ ;•• .3 - 5 ^ , ' . ■ . , - . ., ■ ■ 

' .. ' 7)"- Cnc card vith the diqit -1 punched ' :.n column.s. 1-2 is used 

- • .' ■ ' to sign'ify th'c end of 'tlie -data fc^^^ tivat- particular set . -v. 

■ : ' - ' ~ S) , ■Jk:peat steps 2-7 for all >dditional sets ' 

* y^S)'' card is t^/e^ lasS^^card of thc^ crl:iro dec).: , and 

• -. ■■ ,£;iqn.if xTTs the rid of^thd enCir-,^ xwn ^ . ^ 

• ■ ■ ■ ' 'i- ' ■ ' ' ; . ■■' ; . :■ ■ 
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•Appendix VIII t^c^v ■^>A/r£-vj/='/?irr//t^^.^ 



'„ COMPLEMENTARY D WITH HE/SHE OCT SING ON OTHER FOR SIG. OTHER," MOTHER,' FATHER, MODElS 



/ 



SICjrnFICANT QT^gfR MOTSJIR FATHER . MODELS ' 



OTHER 



MOTHER' 



' FATOER 
MODELS 



, • ! I FOOTS ON MYSELF V. 



SHE/HE FOCUSES 'ON ME 



/ 



RESPECTIVE COORDINATES = 



/i 



fciS't(FATHEi?^^ '. 



(MOTHER) 



C«l4I>LEMENTARY D WITH' 1 FpCUSING-'-C^ OT^i SIG^. OTHER, MOTHER, FAfeER, MODELS 



SIGNIFICANT- OTHER - MOTHER FAltolR FATHER RE MOTHER 



OTHEl 
MOTHER 
FATHER 
MODELS 



RESPECTIVE COORDINATES = 



_ ^ 



I FOCUS. ON OTI^R 




. SHE/HE FOCUSES ON HPR/HIMSeL? 



1^ 

(MOTHER) 



